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THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY WAS TO INVESTIGATE
INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG METHCDS OF SELECTING UNDERACHIEVERS.
SUBJECTS WERE WHITE MALE SIXTH GRADES. SEPARATE ANALYSES WERE MADE
FOR FOUR SAMPLES: (1) RANDCM SAMPLE OF 100 STUDENTS, (2) SAMPLE OF 50
STUDENTS WITH IQ'S BELOW 90, (3) SAMPLE OF 50 STUDENTS WITH IQ'S FROM
90 THROUGH 110, AND (4) SAMPLE OF 50 STUDENTS WITH IQ'S ABOVE 110.
INSTRUMENTS USED WERE THE: (1) ICRGE-THCRNDIKE INTELLIGENCE TESTS,
(2) WECHSLER INTELLIGENCE SCALE ICE CHILDREN, (3) STANFORD
ACHIEVEMENT TEST, AND (4) WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST. THE PRIMARY
CONCLUSICN WAS THAT EVEN WITHIN A SINGLE CLASSIFICATION OF
OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF UNDEFACHIEVEMENT, SELECTION AS AN
UNDERACHIEVER WAS NOT EQUALLY PRCBABLE FOR METHODS USING DIFFERENT
MEASURES OE CRITERIA TO ESTABLISH ACADEMIC APTITUDE AND ACADEMIC
PERFORMANCE. RECOMMENDATIONS WERE: (1) TO EXPLORE INTERRELATIONSHIPS
AMONG SELECTED DISCREPANCY METHODS OF SELECTING OVERACHIEVERS, (2) TO
DIRECT RESEARCH TO THE ROLE CF GROUP INTELLIGENCE TESTS, (3) TO
INVESTIGATE THE VALIDITY OF FACTORS IN FIVE PARTS OF THE JASTAK
PROCEDURE, (4) TO INVESTIGATE THE USE OF A MEDIAN SPLIT TO OBTAIN
SCORES REPRESENTING NEGATIVE SELF- CONCEPT, AND (5) TO INVESTIGATE
MEASURES OF SELF-PERCEPTION AND METHODS OF SELECTING UNDERACHIEVERS.
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JENNY R. ELLIS. Variables Related to the Identification of

Underachievers. (Under the direction of ROY E. SOMMERFELD.)

The purpose of the present study was to investigate

the interrelationships among various methods of selecting

underachievers which could be classified within the same

category of operational definitions of underachievement. The

six objective methods of selecting underachievers and the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers were based on

a category of operational definitions called a relative

discrepancy split, i.e., the relative discrepancy between

some measure of academic aptitude and some measure of

academic performance. Because of the possibility that the

individual psychological characteristics of both teacher

and child may influence scholastic underachievement, addi-

tional comparisons were made using two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers and two variables frequently asso-

ciated with underachievement.

The subjects for the study were selected from the

entire sixth grade white male population of a large Southern

school system. A separate analysis of data was made for

each of four samples of students: (a) a random sample of

100 students, (b) a sample of 50 students with IQ's below

90, (c) a sample of 50 students with IQ's from 90 through

110, and (d) a sample of 50 students with IQ's above 110.

Two major treatments were performed on the data.

Both treatments were appropriate for use with dichotomized
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data. In this study, the following two categories were

used: (a) students selected as underachievers by a given

method or variable, (b) students not selected as under-

achievers by a given method or variable.

The Cochran's Test was used to investigate the

probability of selection as an underachiever being equally

distributed across six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, two subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers, and a five-part clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers.

In order to investigate the interrelationships among

six objective methods of selecting underachievers, two sub-

jective methods of selecting underachievers, and two var-

iables frequently associated with underachievement, the

tetrachoric correlation coefficient was used.

The primary conclusion drawn from the present investi-

gation was that even within a single classification of

operational definitions of underachievement, selection as an

underachiever is not equally probable for methods using

different measures to establish academic aptitude and/or

different criteria to establish academic performance.
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM

Introduction to the Problem

Scholastic underachievement is a topic of general

interest and concern. Early identification of underachievers

is imperative in order to meet the special needs of these

children and thus prevent the development of serious educa-

tional disadvantages (Raph, Goldberg, & Passow, 1966). Those

people who deal with underachievement on a day to day basis

must choose a method of identifying underachievers which

seems to be the most valid and practical approach for their

specific purposes.

Providing for the child whose academic performance is

seriously discrepant from his scholastic aptitude has been a

special problem for educators. Investigations relating to

various aspects of underachievement have been many and

diverse with no clear-cut pattern in the nature of the var-

iables studied. Raph et al. (1966) note that the popularity

of research in the area of underachievement is evidenced by

the increasing number of studies reported in the literature.

The direction of trends in the educational level at which

these studies have been conducted is away from the almost
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total emphasis on poor academic performance at the college

level toward more studies of poor scholastic performance at

the high school, junior high school, and elementary school'

levels. In comparison with the growing body of research on

underachievement, however, relatively few studies have been

conducted at the elementary school level and still fewer

studies have been specifically concerned with the identifi-

cation of underachieving students.

Various investigators have addressed themselves theo-

retically and experimentally, with little agreement among

them, to the problem of identifying underachievers. Although,

in the literature, a degree of concensus has been reached on

abstract definitions of underachievement, agreement on a

single method of identifying underachievers has not yet been

achieved. The following is a generally accepted definition

of scholastic underachievement: "An underachiever falls

below an aptitude-based expectancy of academic performance

[Farquhar & Payne, 1964, p. 8741." Expectancy of academic

performance is ordinarily established on the basis of a

standardized group or individual intelligence test. Aca-

demic performance is ordinarily established by standardized

achievement tests or grade point average (Kowitz, 1965) .

The methodological problem of selecting underachievers

is illustrated by the variety of identification techniques

used by different investigators. The reports in the litera-

ture which compare methods of identifying underachievers
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by limited facilities for dealing with students in a profes-

sional relationship.

Despite the general methodological disagreement among

researchers, however, schools and clinics require procedures

and terminology with which to describe their populations.

The need for comparing various methods of selecting under-

achievers is further supported by differences in the avail-

ability of various sources of information to the classroom

teacher. At the beginning of the school term, the teacher

has available to her several sources of information for

identifying underachievers: standardized group test data,

previous or assigned classroom grades (grade point average),

or referral to a psycho-educational clinic for individual

evaluation of academic aptitude and academic performance.

The method of identifying underachievers most easily avail-

able to the classroom teacher utilizes academic aptitude

measured by a standardized group intelligence test and aca-

demic performance measured by grade point average. Referral

to a psycho-educational clinic for individual evaluation of

academic aptitude and academic performance usually involves

a lapse between referral and assessment which may prevent

immediate implementation of educational planning for a given

child. Selection of underachievers by standardized group

test data has the advantage of being readily available to

both clinicians and teachers.
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From the literature on underachievement, Farquhar and

Payne (1964) classified existing methods of selecting under-

achievers into four groups of operational definitions and

concluded that a wide range of sophistication and complexity

exists among methods of selecting underachievers. They enu-

merated three reasons for a study of the range among methods

for the selection and classification of underachievers: (a)

The labor required for one technique can be as much as sev-

eral times that of another; (b) Entirely different groups of

individuals may be identified by different selection tech-

niques; and (c) Comparability of studies of over- and under-

achievement may become meaningless.

The problem with which the present study was concerned

was the general inconsistency in the findings on under-

achievement and the diversity in the literature among methods

of selecting underachievers (or, operational definitions of

underachievement). The purpose of the present study was to

investigate the interrelationships among various methods of

selecting underachievers which could all be classified within

the same category of operational definitions of underachieve-

ment. Because of the possibility that the individual psycho-

logical characteristics of both teacher and child may

influence scholastic underachievement, two variables fre-

quently associated with underachievement were also included

in the investigation.
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The following section reviews the literature related

to the identification of underachieving students in the ele-

mentary grades and selected variables frequently associated

with the identification of underachieving students.

Relation of the Present Study to
Previous Research

The purpose of the following section is to place the

present study in perspective within the vast body of litera-

ture on undera:lhievement and to trace the development of

concern with the methodological problem of identifying

underachieving students. Research related to the present

study will be reviewed within the following categories: (a)

Studies investigating the identification of underachieving

students, and (b) Selected investigations of variables

related to the' identification of underachieving students.

Studies Investigating the Identification
7Minrachieving Students

The topic pf underachievement has been the target of

a wide variety of investigations for over forty years. These

studies have been numerous and diverse, subjecting the prob-

lem to extensive analysis from many points of view. There

appears, however, to be no clear-cut pattern in the nature of

the variables studied (Rajah et Ail., 1966). Despite the

voluminous literature in the general area of underachieve-

ment, relatively few studies were found which were devoted
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dependence on a faulty concept of Mental Age and its conse-
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Studies of underachievement conducted in the 1960's

have also been concerned with the problem of identifying

underachievers. A survey of the literature in the broad

area of underachievement found a dual trend in the explora-

tion of some of the methodological problems involved in past
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studies of underachievement: (a) Recent analyses of the

problem of underachievement have been directed toward evalu-

ating and sharpening the concept of underachievement (Dulles,

1962; Kornrich, 1965; Kowitz, 1965; Lavin, 1965; Thorndike,

1963). (b) Studies have begun to appear which classify and

compare methods of identifying underachievers (Farquhar &

Payne, 1964; Pippert & Archer, 1963; Rowland & Smith, 1966).

The concept of underachievement. Past studies of

underachievement reflect general agreement on abstract defi-

nitions of underachievement. Most of these definitions have

been expressed in terms of discrepancy between actual and

expected performance. Diversity among definitions of under-

achievement has usually occurred at the operational level

where individual researchers must decide specifically on

measures of aptitude, criteria for measuring achievement,

and the magnitude of discrepancy between aptitude and

achievement which constitutes underachievement (Kornrich,

1965).

Dulles (1961) stated that the concept of underachieve-

ment itself is not complex. Underachievers are simply those

students who do not perform in the classroom as well as

expected. He suggested that it is the choice of absolute

standards by which expectancy and performance are measured

which actually determines underachievement. Taking a socio-

logical approach to the problem of underachievement, Dulles
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stated that by defining lack of learning as underachievement,

the student, rather than the predictor, is held responsible

for the discrepancy which may occur between performance and

prediction. He stressed the need for attention to be

directed toward measures of prediction rather than toward

the underachievement: "Simply changing the terminology from

'underachieving' to lover-predictedl would perhaps eliminate

some of the value connotations related to the student rp.

1221."

Thorndike's monograph The Concept of Underachievement

(1963), represents the first current, systematic effort to

examine and clarify the existing construct of underachieve-

ment and related methodological problems. In the introduc-

tion to his monograph, Thorndike stated that past research

has been generally misleading and inconclusive. He attrib-

uted the ambiguity of past studies on underachievement, in

part, to the vague and faulty concept of underachievement.

Thorndike approached the concept of underachievement in

terms of the imperfectness of predictions and the need to

understand more fully failures to predict more accurately.

This approach to underachievement removes from the concept

the value connotations to which Dulles (1961) referred.

Thorndike described four sources of discrepancy

between academic expectancy and academic performance which

influence the effectiveness of predictions of underachieve-

ment: (a) errors of measurement, (b) heterogeneity in the
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criterion variable, (c) relatively unmodifiable factors in

the background or environment of the individual, and (d)

personal and educational factors subject to manipulation and

modification (Thorndike, 1963). Each of these sources of

discrepancy between expectancy and performance will be con-

sidered separately in the following paragraphs.

A primary source of discrepancy between actual and

expected achievement may be attributed to errors of measure-

ment. "Errors of measurement" refers to the combination of

factors which make it impossible to obtain exactly the same

results from two independent measures of the same function.

Applied to underachievement (i.e., discrepancy between

expected and actual performance), measures of expectancy as

well as the score or grade which represents performance will

each be subject to errors of measurement. Thus, neither the

predictor nor the criterion is characterized by perfect

atacuracy. Thorndike pointed out that discrepancies between

these two measures of different functions can occur due to

the errors of measurement in each. It is possible that what

may appear to be a sizable degree of underachievement may

actually be nothing more than the product of errors of

measurement (Thorndike, 1963).

Effects of errors of measurement, although until

recently unstressed, have nevertheless affected the quality

of research in underachievement. Thorndike stated two ways

in which errors of measurement affect experimental design.
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Firstly, large errors of measurement, especially when the

correlation between the predictor and criterion is high,

result in discrepancies between expected and actual achieve-

ment which may be largely attributable to chance. The low

reliability of such discrepancies reduces substantially the

sensitivity of studies investigating the correlates of these

discrepancies. The "regression effect" is a second example

of errors of measurement which affects the discrepancy

between expected and actual performance. Whenever the corre-

lation between two measures is less than perfect, and espe-

cially when it is low, the individuals who fall well above

average on one measure are likely to be less superior on the

other. Those who fall well below average on the first meas-

ure are likely to be less inferior on the second (Thorndike,

1963).

The regression effect has certain special implica-

tions for the identification of underachievers. A group

selected on the basis of a high score on an aptitude test

will in general do less well on an achievement measure. A

group selected on the basis of a low score on an aptitude

measure will show a regression upward on an achievement

measure. Lavin (1965) illustrated this effect in the fol-

lowing chart. Thus the academic performance of a student

with high ability can only be equal to or less than his

ability classification; hence, he cannot be an overachiever.

The academic performance of a student in the low ability
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Observed
Observed School Grades

ability
LOW MEDIUM HIGH

High Pronounced
Underachievement

Underachievement Performance
Equal to
Capacity

Medium Underachievement Performance
Equal to
Capacity

Overachievement

Low Performance
Equal to
Capacity

Overachievement Pronounced
Overachievement

(Lavin, 1965, p. 27)

group can only be equal to or greater than the ability clas-

sification; therefore, he cannot be an underachiever. Under-

achievers are thus overrepresented in the high ability group

and overachievers overrepresented in the low ability group.

A second source of discrepancy between expected and

actual achievement may be attributed to heterogeneity in the

criterion variable. Evaluation of actual achievement neces-

sitates a criterion measure. Criteria for achievement are

usually established in terms of standardized tests of

achievement or teacher grades (Kowitz, 1965). "Heterogeneity

in the criterion variable" refers to the heterogeneity that

is associated in a systematifi way with known or knowable

facts about the criterion. Such systematic heterogeneity is

introduced into the criterion variable whenever data is

combined from different school systems, for example.
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Thorndike warned that, whatever criterion is used, it is

crucial that it be substantially the same for all the cases

in the group (Thorndike, 1963).

A third source of discrepancy between expected and

actual achievement is the stable, relatively unmodifigble

factors in the nature and background of the individual which

affect his standing on a measure. Sex, race, socio-economic

status are examples of these kinds of factors. Thorndike

proposed that these factors should be used to make predic-

tions of underachievement which are more informed and

accurate (Thorndike, 1963).

The fourth source of discrepancy between expected and

actual performance is personal and educational factors which

are subject to manipulation. and modification. When the pre-

viously mentioned three sources of discrepancy are controlled,

then the factors that can be modified or manipulated repre-

sent the main focus of research concern with underachievement

and overachievement. Thorndike stated that research within

this classification is likely to be correlational (in which

the relation of certain modifiable factors to achievement is

investigated) or experimental [in which a particular element

in a situation is actually modified and the results of the

modification observed (Thorndike, 1963)].

Classification and comparison, of methods of identify-

ing underachievers. A survey of the literature on under-

achievement revealed only three studies specifically



concerned with the classification and/or comparison of tech-

niques used in selecting underachievers (Farquhar & Payne,

1961.; Pippert & Archer, 1963; Rowland & Smith, 1966).

Pippert and Archer (1963) were primarily concerned

with the implications of the diversity among criteria for

measuring underachievement. The purpose of their study was

to determine differences among underachievers selected from

the same class by each of two different criteria for selec-

ting underachievers: grade point average and standardized

achievement test data. The population chosen for study was

a class of 105 boys and 145 girls from a medium sized com-

munity high school in northern New England.

A student was considered an underachiever if his

grade point average or achievement test score fell below an

estimated aptitude-based expectancy. Academic expectancy

was established on the basis of scores from the Otis Quick!.

Scoring Beta That of Intelligence. Academic achievement was

established on the basis of grade point average and also

performance on the Iowa Tests of Educational Development

(ITED). Only students scoring above IQ 110 on the Otis (46

boys and 80 girls) were included in the study. The investi-

gators arbitrarily established correspondingly higher

achievement expectancies on grade point averages and ITED for

brighter students. All students included in the study were

administered the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking, Appraisal,

Ruder Preference Record C, an adjective checklist, and Sims
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Occupational Rating Scale. Father's occupation and stu-

dent's occupational choice were also requested.

The authors concluded that the individuals identified

as underachievers by discrepancy between academic aptitude

and grade point average tended to have different character-

istics from individuals identified as underachievers by

discrepancy between academic aptitude and achievement test

scores. Only two persons were selected as underachievers by

both methods. More boys than girls were selected as under-

achievers by discrepancy between academic aptitude and grade

point average. More girls than boys were identified as

underachievers by discrepancy between academic aptitude and

achievement test scores. Comparisons between both methods

of selecting underachievers indicated that students selected

by discrepancy between academic aptitude and grade point .

average scored higher on the Otis Quick-Scoring Test of

Intelligence, Iowa Tests of Educational Development (cm-.

posite and subscores), and the Watson-Glaser Critical Think-

ing, Appraisal. No differences between students selected as

underachievers by each of the two methods were found on the

KUder Preference Record, Sims Occupational Rating Scale,

occupation of father, or occupational choice.

On the adjective checklist, those adjectives that

were selected by 75% of the respondents were compared. Of

the underachievers by grade point average, the boys checked

logical, intelligent, and considerate most frequently. The
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girls checked argumentative, kind, sympathetic,, nervous,

friendly, and responsible. Of those classified as under-

achievers by achievement test scores, the boys checked

friendly and cheerful most frequently. The girls checked

active, sympathetic, alert, considerate, cheerful, and

enthusiastic. Of the achieving students, the boys checked

kind, active, dependable, friendly, proud, cheerful, and

realistic. The girls checked friendly and reliable (Pippert

& Archer, 1963). The study by Pippert and Archer is impor-

tant because it submitted to systematic study an assumption

frequently referred to in the literature (Kowitz, 1965; Shaw,

1961): that selection of underachievers by discrepancy

between academic aptitude and teacInr grades and selection

of underachievers by discrepancy between academic aptitude

and achievement test scores sometimes differ in the types

and numbers of underachievers identified by each. One prob-

lem with the Pippert and Archer study, however, is the

arbitrary establishment of expectancies for achievement in

both methods. Establishing expectancy on an arbitrary basis

renders it impossible to determine whether the cut-off points

which are selected for each method are actually comparable.

Rowland and Smith (1966) proposed that the wide differ-

ences of opinion regarding the characteristics of under-

achievers may be due in part to weaknesses of the more common

definitions of underachievement. They classified existing

definitions of underachievement into three basic types. The
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examples of these definittons which they employed to test

their hypotheses, however, are all based on the uniform

criterion of standardized achievement tests. Thus, the

types of definitions which follow differ from each other,

not on criterion, but with 7e6spect to the way in which the

discrepancy between an aptitude measure and a performance

measure is obtained. The following are the three types of

definitions of underachievement classified by Rowland and

Smith: Type 1 definition is based on the grade level achieve-'

ment of the group. An underachiever is an individual whose

achievement falls a specified amount below the mean grade

level of the group. 11212 definition is based on the

difference between an individual's aptitude score and

achievement score in standard deviations. Tree definition

is based on factors concerning the errors of measurement in

testing.

The purpose of the Rowland and Smith study was to

test the following hypotheses regarding the kinds of stu-

dents selected by each definition with respect to intelli-

gence: (1) Type 1 definition identifies the individual of

low ability and consequently, the low achiever; (2) Type 2

definition identifies greater numbers of underachievers from

the high ability group; and (3) Type 3 definition is less

selective toward the high and the low ability groups and

tends to select a ratio of underachievers fairly equal to

the distribution of the entire sample. The School and
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College, Ability Test (SCAT) and Sequential Tests of Educa-

tional Progress (STEP) were administered to 55 fourth grade

pupils of a small suburban school district in California.

Results from the Reading and Mathematics subtests of STEP

were used. The five pupils who had the lowest achievement in

each subject according to each of the three definitions were

selected for study. Results of the investigation showed that

hypotheses 1 and 2 were confirmed. The Type 3 definition

based on consideration of errors of measurement did not tend

to select greater numbers of underachievers from a particular

ability group in Reading; however, in math, the Type 3 def i-

nition tended to select students of high ability as under-

achievers. The investigators reached the following

conclusion:

There appears to be no universal definition for under-
achievement that would identify pupils as underachievers
in genera Different definitions select different
pupils as underachievers and the same definition selects
different pupils in different subjects. Until achieve-
ment can be universally defined and identified, stud
of The characteristics of under- and overachievers must
be viewed in the light of the ability group favored by
each definition [Rowland & Smith, 1966, p. 1071.

A study by Farquhar and Payne (1964) illustrates a

more sophisticated approach to the classification and com-

parison of various techniques of identifying underachievers

than the investigation by Rowland and Smith (1966). The

study originated from a review of the literature realted to

a larger project on motivation. Farquhar and Payne noted

conflicting results and a variety of operational definitions

of underachievement in the literature. They classified



19

existing techniques of selecting underachievers into four

groups of definitions:

I. Central tendency splits. Under- and overachievement
giagirairfermfnea by dichotomizing a distribution of
combined aptitude and achievement measures.

II. Arbitrar partitions:, middle frou, eliminated. Dis-
crepant es are determireg77 contrasting extreme
groups in achievement-aptitude distributions, by
eliminating a middle group.

III. Relative discrepancy splits. Grade point average and
aptitude predictors are ranked independently. Under-
and overachievement is determined by the discrepancy
between the two ranks.

IV. Regression model selection. A regression equation
is used to predict from aptitude meas-
ures. Under- and overachievement is then determined
on the basis of the discrepancy between predicted
and actual achievement [Farquhar & Payne, 1964, pp.
874-870.

The problem of multiple operational definitions of under-

achievement was explored in the Farquhar and Payne study by

applying one or more of the most representative techniques

from each classification to a single referent sample and

comparing the overlap of various approaches. The population

for the study was the 1959 tenth grade class of a single

Michigan high school (312 males and 304 females). The

investigators developed their own regression approach to

meet the requirements of their project on motivation. This

regression approach was compared with the representative

techniques selected from eight publications to illustrate

the wide range of operational definitions used in the iden-

tification of underachievers. TWo analyses were made. The
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first analysis was primarily concerned with the total number

of individuals selected by each method. The second analysis

was primarily concerned with the number of agreements in

classification.

Farquhar and Payne concluded that there is an extreme

range in the absolute number of individuals selected as

underachievers and overachievers depending on the particular

technique used. They also noted that for various methods,

there is a wide sex difference in the number of individuals

selected for a particular achievement classification. With

the exception of two regression techniques, there seemed to

be little agreement among techniques by which an individual

finally is designated an underachiever. Like Rowland and

Smith (1966), they concluded that there is a definite need

"to adopt standard definitions of the procedure for iden-

tifying underachievers [Farquhar & Payne, 1964, p. 8837."

Selected Investigations of Variables
Related to the IdentifiegiUrar---
Underachieving Students,

The vastness, diversity, and general inconclusive-

ness rf the literature on underachievement is referred to

frequently by investigators concerned with various aspects

of underachievement (Lavin, 1965) . Raph et al. (1966) noted

that taken collectively, investigations concerning charac-

teristics of underachievers are so widely varied in their

findings, their definitions of underachievement, the
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instruments employed, and the ages selected for study, that

few, if any generalizations can be made about the character-

istics of underachievers. A comprehensive review of the

entire body of literature on underachievement would thus

become a major work in itself and is beyond the limits of

the present chapter. Therefore, this section will treat the

research related to the present study within the following

categories: (a) Selected studies of demographic variables

related to underachievement [educational level, intelligence,

sex differences], and (b) Selected studies of certain person-

ality variables frequently associated with underachievement

(self-concept, student and teacher judgment of achievement].

Educational level. Studies on various aspects of

underachievement have most frequently used college popula-

tions. A downward trend toward more investigations con-

ducted at the high school and junior high school levels is

reflected by the increasing number of investigations which

use these populations for study (Raph et al., 1966). Although

investigations at the elementary school level have been con-

ducted more frequently in recent years, the .,relatively small

number of studies using populations at this level prevents

cogent generalizations or conclusions regarding the charac-

teristics of elementary age underachievers.

There have been a few studies which illustrate the

growing concern with early identification of underachievers.
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DtHeurle (1959) discovered academic underachievement in a

group of gifted third graders. Barrett (1957), in an inten-

sive study of a small number of gifted underachievers, found

an underachievement pattern present by grade five. In a

study which investigated the relationship of childrens' self-

perceptions to academic achievement, Nash (1964) analyzed

data from an inventory of 155 self-perception items. He

found that the proportion of underachievers in the eighth

grade was greater than in the seventh grade. On the self-

perception inventory, more items discriminated significantly

between underachievers and achievers at the eighth grade

level than at the seventh grade level.

Shaw and McCuen (1960) investigated the question of

whether there is'any specific academic level at which under-

achievement begins. The sample for the study was chosen

from students whose ability Was in the top 25% of the school

population. These students were classified as achievers or

underachievers on the basis of their cumulative grade point

averages in grades 9, 10, and 11. A student whose grade

point average was below the mean for his class was considered

an underachiever. When the higher achieving and lower

achieving males were compared, the data showed a significant

difference in the grade point'averages of the achievers and

underachievers beginning at grade three and increasing at

each grade level up to grade ten. At grade ten, however, the

difference began to decrease although it remained statistift,

(sally significant.
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In summary, there appears to be some agreement that

underachievement may become evident before high school and

possibly before junior high school; however, more studies

are needed of underachievers at the elementary school level

to establish the onset of underachievement.

Intelligence. Research relating intelligence and

achievement has been conducted at all educational levels.

The highest correlations between achievement and intelli-

gence have been reported for the high school level; the

college level ranks next, the graduate, lowest. The ele-.

mentary level has been too infrequently studied to allow

meaningful generalizations (Lavin, 1965).

There are several studies of achievement and intelli-

gence at the elementary school level, however, which warrant

comment. Barnes (1955) correlated intelligence test scores

on the Otis Quick-Scoria% Mew_ ntal Ability Test with scores on

the Stanford Achievement Test for students in grades one

through four. The correlations ranged from 01 to .63 and

showed a tendency to increase from first to second grade.

The magnitude remained fairly stable from second to fourth

grade, however, Hinkleman (1955) correlated intelligence with

teacher grades in various subject areas. He used a group of

students for whom data were available for grades two through

seven. Correlations were found to be fairly consistent from

grades two through seven, averaging around .65.
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In a study by Parsley (1964), the question of the

relationship of sex differences in achievement to IQ was

investigated using a sample from grades four through eight.

Parsley found that brighter boys achieved at higher levels

than girls at the same intellectual level. Girls who were

average or below in intelligence achieved at a higher level

than boys at the same intellectual level. Norman (1962) in

a study of age, r;ax, and achievement patterns in gifted

children, used as his sample two groups of sixth grade chil-

dren with IQ.s of 130 plus on the California Test of Mental

Maturity. These groups were established on the baais of

expected achievement on the California Achievement Test.

Norman found that achievers: had significantly higher lan-

guage IQ's while non-achievers had significantly higher non-

language and total IQ's. Achievers were also much more

consistent both in their maans on the language and non-

language parts of the California Test of Mental Maturity and

in their expected achievement profiles on the California

Achievement Test,

In a study relating educational achievement with

specific levels of intelligence, Holowinsky (1961) tested

the lpothesis that all students within the range of dull-

normal and average intelligence are equally able to master

educational skills. The subjects for the study were male

students and female students from 12 to 17 years of age and

within the 80-110 IQ range. Ability levels were established
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in terms of the Otis Quick-Scoring, Mental Ability, Test.

Educational achievement was measured by the California

Reading Test and the arithmetic subtest of the Wide Range,

Achievement Test. In reading achievement, Holonwinsky found

significant differences not only between students of dull-

normal and high-average ability, but also between students

with law-average and high-average ability. In arithmetic

achievement, no significant differences were found among IQ

levels. Regarding the relationship between reading and

arithmetic at various IQ levels, it was found that students

of lower intellectual ability, regardless of age, tended to

show better achievement in arithmetic than in reading. After

15 or 16 years of age, students of low-average and average

intellectual ability showed significantly better achievement

in reading than in arithmetic.

Although intelligence has been correlated with var-

ious aspects of achievement and underachievement, there do

not appear to be any studies which explore specifically, the

relationship between various definitions of underachievement

and various levels of intelligence. The present study

attempted to investigate this relationship by comparing

several definitions of underachievement at each of three

levels of intelligence.

Sex differences. Two primary reasons are often cited

for controlling sex in a study of underachievement. Firstly,
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the results from a large number of studies have indicated

that ability and school performance tend to be leas highly

correlated for males than for females. Secondly, variable&

that predict academic performance for males may differ from

variables that are predictive for females(Lavin, 1965). The

following investigations illustrate some of the findings

concerning the relationship of sex differences to various

aspects of achievement.

In the previously mentioned study of the onset of

academic underachievement, Shaw and McCuen (1960) noted sex

differences in the achievement patterns of males and females.

Subjects for the study were classified as achievers or under-

achievers on the basis of their cumulative grade point aver-

ages in grades 9, 10, and 11. Grade point averages for the

higher achieving males and the lower achieving males were

found to be significantly different beginning at the third

grade and increasing at each grade level up to grade ten.

At grade ten, the difference began to decrease although it

remained statistically significant. The achievement pattern

of the females, however, was considerably different. Through

grade five, those females who were later to become low

achievers tended to exceed the higher achievers in grade

point average. At grade six, the higher achievers attained

a higher grade point average for the first time. Thus,

males were identified as underachievers earlier in their
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school careers. Underachievement for females seemed to

become evident at puberty.

The purpose of a study by Clark (1967) was to explore

the relationship of middle class sex role expectancies to

the differential achievement of males and females. Clark

hypothesized that the middle grades of elementary school are

a transitional period during which boys close an academic

gap between themselves and girls; and the period during

which girls learn that they are not supposed to be good in

arithmetic. Subjects for the study were the total enroll-

ment of in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades of a

small suburban elementary school in New York state (83 boys

and 80 girls). The students were asked to indicate whether

they thought they were in the "top" or "bottom" half of

their class in reading, spelling, or arithmetic. Results in

general suggested that the developmental shift in boys! and

girls! grades and perceptions of their standing were consist-

ent with the middle class sex-role expectancies for academic

achievement.

In a longitudinal study on the elementary school

level, Hughes (1953) found that when ability was controlled,

the reading achievement of girls was superior to boys

through the fourth grade. Beyond the fourth grade, however,

sex differences were not significant and did not consistently

favor the girls. Parsley (1964) investigated the possible

presence of sex differences in achievement as related to IQ.
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The group selected for study was the fourth through eighth

grade of a small urban school district, primarily middle

socio- economic status. On the basis of the California Test

of Mental Maturity, the population was divided by sex into

five IQ groups: 75-9, 95-104, 105-114, 115-124, and 125

plus. On the basis of the California Achievement Tests

(Reading Comprehension, Reading Vocabulary, Arithmetic

Reasoning, and Arithmetic Fundamentals), the population was

classified, within each IQ subgroup, as under-, average-, or

overachievers. The findings, in general, tended to support

earlier studies of sex differences in various aspects of

achievement. Females excelled in reading achievement.

Males excelled in arithmetic reasoning, but not in arith-

metic fundamentals.

Nash (1964), using students in the seventh and eighth

grades, found that items in a self-perception inventory

which distinguished between achievers and underachievers were

widely different for each sex. Phillips (1962) investigated

social class, sex, and anxiety as interrelated factors in

school achievement. Using a sample of 759 seventh grade

students, he found that there were sex differences in the

interrelationships of sex, social class, and anxiety.

It would seem that sufficient studies of elementary

and junior high school age students support a relationship

between sex differences and various aspects of achievement
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to warrant controlling for sex differences in the present

study.

Self-concept, Historically, the behavioral sciences

have devoted considerable attention to the concept of the

self (Lavin, 196S). The most commonly accepted definition

of the self is frequently attributed to Rogers: the self is

"that organized, consistent, conceptual Gestalt composed of

the characteristics of the 'If or 'met and the perceptions of

the relationships of the 'I' or 'me' to others and to various

aspects of life together with the values attached to these

perceptions [Rogers, 1959, p. 2001." In recent years, some

research exploring the relation of academic achievement to

self-concept has begun to accumulate. The most noticeable

trend in these studies is the concern with the positive or

negative aspects of the self-concept. There is wide varia-

tion, however, in the terms employed to describe and the

measures utilized to assess self-concept. Some of the terms

most frequently used in association with the self-concept

are: self-ideal, self-image, self-acceptance, self-insight,

self-esteem, and self-confidence. Some measures used to

assess self-concept include. Q-Sorts, adjective checklists,

adjective rating scales, checklists or personality trait

names, sentence completion techniques, and self-rating scales.

The studies which follow, for the most part, show a

relationship between self-conCept and academic achievement
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which is more pronounced for boys than for girls. They also

illustrate the spectrum of operational definitions used to

assess self-concept and academic achievement. Hence, gener-

alizations from these studies are restricted.

Bruck and Bodwin (1963) investigated age differences

in the relationship betinen self-concept and academic

achievement. Subjects for the study were 300 students from

the third, sixth, and eleventh grades. The Self-Concept

Scale--Draw a Person was used for assessing self-concept.

Grade point average was used as a criterion for achievement.'

A positive and significant relationship was found between

self-concept and grade point average at all age levels.

Meallon (1967) investigated the relationship between

self scores and ideal-self scores in high, median, and low

self-ideal (S-I) groups. Additional variables investigated

were sex and academic achievement. The subjects for the

study were 1,135 fifth grade students and sixth grade stu-

dents. Three groups were delineated on the basis of a 22

item self-ideal self rating scale: high S-I discrepancy,

median S-I discrepancy, and low S-I discrepancy. Achievement

was measured for these students by the Stanford Achievement

Test. McC'allon found that a significantly large number of

males were in the high S-I group while the median group was

characterized by a greater number of females. Fifth and

sixth grade students did not differ with respect to congru.-

ency of S-I perception. The data regarding the possibility
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of a nonlinear relationship between S-I and academic achieve-

ment were inconclusive.

The relationship of self-concept to sex differences

in academic achievement has been investigated by several

authors. Shaw, Edson, and Bell (1960) and Shaw and Grubb

(199), using the Sarkin Adjective Checklist to measure

self-concept, compared a group of underachieving high school

males and females with a group of achieving high school

males and females. In general, the findings from these

studies showed that for boys, a higher achievement level was

related to a more positive self-image. For girls, however,

a higher level of achievement was not related to a more

positive self-image. A study by Fink (1962) explored the

relationship between self-concept and academic achievement.

Subjects for the study were selected from the ninth grade

class of a California high school. Students whose IQ fell

within the 90-110 IQ range on the California Test of Mental

Maturity were ranked by grade point average. Pairs of

achievers and underachievers were formed and matched for sex

and IQ (20 pairs of boys and 24 pairs of girls). Information

from each student was obtained on autobiographical data,

personality inventories, and projective tests. These psycho-

logical data, with no information about academic achievement,

were given to three psychologist judges who were asked to

rate the child's self-concept as "inadequate" or "adequate."

The relationship between self-concept and academic
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girls. For the boys, those rated as having an "inadequate"

self-concept by the psychologists tended to be under-

achievers; those rated as "adequate" by the psychologists

tended to be achievers. Clark (1967) asked 83 males and 80

females enrolled in the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades of a

small urban elementary school to indicate whether they

believed they were in the "top" or "bottom" half of their

classes in reading, spelling and arithmetic. In reading and

spelling, a greater self -favorability was found among girls

than among boys. However, these differences were not

significant.

Some investigators have explored the relationship of

academic achievement to academic self-concept. Campbell

(1966) examined the relationship between self-concept and

school achievement for fourth, fifth, and sixth grade stu-

dents in a suburban elementary school. Measures of academic

ability, academic achievement, and self-concept were obtained

From the SRA Test of prima Mental Abilities, the Iowa Test

of Basic Skills, and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem,Inventory,

respectively. Campbell found that self-concept and academic

achievement were related for the total group.of fourth,

fifth, and sixth grade students and that this relationship

was more pronounced for boys than for girls. The levels of

self-concept specific to the school setting were found to be

related to academic achievement. In a study which
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investigated the relationship of various self-perceptions of

achievement in seventh and eighth grade students, Nash (1960

reported that the major and most consistent theme related to

the achievement patterns of the students selected for study

reflects attitudes which are directly related to school

tasks, such as the following: "My grades are good; I am

accurate in my schoolwork."

The studies cited above do not exhaust the literature

relating self-concept to academic achivement. Very few

studies were found, however, which investigated this rela-

tionship at the elementary school level. A survey of the

literature revealed no studies specifically concerned with

exploring the relationship .between self-concept and various

operational definitions of underachievement with reference

to various levels of intelligence. The present study there-

fore compared favorability of self-concept with several

methods of identifying. underachievers at each of three

levels of intelligence.

Teacher and student Judgment of achievement. Grades

are frequently taken to be a manifestation of teacher opinion

or to reflect teacher judgment. Several authors (Kornrich,

1965; Kowitz, 1965; Shaw, 1961) have discussed the role that

teacher opinion or expectations play in grading practices.

There are several studies which attempt to explore some of

the variables that make up teacher opinion. Battle (1957)
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of congruency in teacher - student value patterns in a high

school population. He found that students whose value pat-

terns were closer to the teachers', tended to have higher

grades than those whose value patterns differed greatly from

the teachers'. Some of the value dimensions which proved to

be related to school performance were not relevant to school

such as economic, political, or religious values. Baker and

Doyle (1959) studied the effects of increasing teachers'

knowledge about elementary school pupils on their grading

behavior. They found that as teachers were provided with

more information on students, the correlation between ability

and pupil grades decreased. It is possible that increased

awareness of individual differences may have led to more

diverse criteria for teacher grading.

The purpose of a study by Mattick (1963) was to

compare teacher judgment with standardized test results for

effectiveness in predicting first grade success for kinder-

garten age children. The subjects for the study were 972

kindergarten children in a suburban school district. Prior

to the administration of any standardized tests, teachers

were asked to rate the children in their classes as having

high, average, or low potential for success in the first

grade. The tests administered for the study were the Metro-

politan Readiness Tests, California Short Form Test of Mental

MrEtturitE, the I_ ee Clark !leading Readiness Tests, and the
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Lorge-Thorndike Tntellig6nce Tests. The following year, the

first grade pupils were rated by their teachers as being

high, average, or low achievers in their class. The follow-

ing correlations were obtained between kindergarten teachers'

ratings and the four tests: Metropolitan Readiness Tests

546; Lee Clark Reading Readiness Tests, .448; Lorge=

Thorndike Intelligence Tests, .378; and California Test of

Mental Maturity, .378. Correlations obtained between first

grade teachers' ratings and the four tests were: MetrOpol7

itan Readiness Tests, .559; kindergarten teachers' predictions,

429; California Test of Mental Maturity, .371; and Lee Clark

Reading Readiness Testy...371o. All four coefficients were

significant beyond .01 in both groups of teachers. It is

interesting to note that the correlation between scores on

the Metrotplitan Readiness Test and first grade teachers'

ratings of achievement is greater than the correlatiOn

between kindergarten teachers' ratings and first grade

teachers' ratings.

Some investigators have been concerned with the stu-

dent's perception of his teacher and its effect on academic

achievement. Davidson and Lang (1960) studied the relation

between children's perceptions of their teachers' feelings

toward them and self-perception, academic achievement, and

classroom behavior. The measure used to evaluate self- and

other-perceptions was a checklist of trait names consisting

of thirty-five items. This checklist was administered to 89
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boys and 114 girls in grades four, five, and six in a New

York public school. It was found that the children's percep-

tions of their teachers! feelings toward them correlated

positively and significantly with self-perception; i.e.,

teacher ratings of the children's academic achievement and

classroom behavior was positively related to the children's

perceptions of their teachers' feelings toward them. Social

class position was found to be positively related to achieve-

ment in school. Children in the upper and middle social

class groups tended to perceive their teachers' feelings

toward them more favorably than the children in the lower

social class group. Also girls tended to perceive their

teachers more favorably than boys.

In a study designed to measure various student percep-

tions of school, Malpass (1953) administered a series of

tests to eighth grade students. Teachers, classmates,

discipline, achievement, and school in general were rated

for favorability on a five-point scale. Correlations between

student perceptions and achievement were computed for two

criteria of achievement (grades and achievement test scores).

In general, Malpass found that favorable perceptions in the

school areas, particularly those regarding teachers and

achievement, were more highly related to grades than to

achievement tests.

Malpass's study in particular suggests the need for

further investigation of the relationship of student
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perceptions of achievement and various criteria for measuring

academic achievement. The present study compared student

perception of achievement with teacher judgment of achieve-

ment as well as with several other' criteria for measuring

achievement.

Statement of the Problem

The problem with which the present investigation was

concerned was the general inconsistency of the findings in

the literature on underachievement and the diversity among

methods of selecting underachievers (or, operational defini-

tions of underachievement)..

The purpose of the present study was to investigate

the interrelationships among various methods of selecting

underachievers which could be classified within the same

category of operational definitions of underachievement.

Thus, the six objective methods of selecting underachievers

and the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers used

in the present investigation were based on a category of

operational definitions called, in the Farquhar and Payne

(1964) classification of definitions, "relative discrepancy

split," i.e., the relativediscrepancy in standard score

units between some measure: of .academic aptitude and some

measure of academic performance. Because of the possibility

that the individual psychological characteristics of both

teacher and child may influence scholastic underachievement,
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additional comparisons were made using two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers and two variables frequently

associated with underachievement.

Methods 1 through 6, which used the discrepaney

between academic aptitude and standardized achievement test

data or teacher grades as the criterion for underachievement,

were considered objective methods of selecting under-

achievers. Methods 7 and 8, which used the discrepancy

between academic aptitude and teacher judgment or student

judgment of achievement as a criterion for underachievement

were considered subjective methods of selecting underachievers.

Method 9, which was composed of five separate parts, was a

clinic procedure for 'selecting underachievers. Variables A

and B were considered measures of self-perception.

The specific methods of selecting underachievers and

the variables chosen for study were as follows: (a) Method 1:

Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between a stand-

ardized group measure of academic aptitude and a standardized

am measure of academic performance, (b) Method 2: Selec-

tion of underachievers by discrepancy between a standardized

individual measure of academic aptitude and a standardized

group measure of academic performance, (c) Mewthod 2: Se lec-

tion of underachievers by discrepancy between a standardized

individual measure of academic aptitude and a standardized

individual measure of academic performance, (d) Method k:
Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between a
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standardized amp measure of academic aptitude and a

standardized individual measure of academic performance,

(e) Method .5.: Selection of underachievers by discrepancy

between a standardized gamm measure of academic aptitude

and teacher grades, (f) Method 6: Selection of under-

achievers by discrepancy betWeen a standardized individual

measure of .academic aptitude and'teacher grades, (g) Method

I.: Selection of underachievers by student judgment, of

achievement, (h) Method 8: Slection of underachievers by

teacher judgment of achievement, (i) Method 9: Selection of

underachievers by a clinic procedure, (j) Variable A: Stu-

dent academic self-cOncept, and (k) Variable B: Student

perception of control over environment.

A sixth grade population was chosen for this study

because of the generally acknowledged instability of achieve-

ment in younger children and because of the need for studies

of academic achievement at the elementary school level (Lavin,

1965) . Surveys of available research (Lavin, 1965; Raph et

al., 1966) pointed out sex and race difference in the dynamics

of underachievement; therefore, this study used data con-

cerning males of a single race.

Since it is possible that level of intelligence may

influence comparisons among methods of selecting under-

achievers, four samples of white sixth grade males were

chosen for this Study: (a) random sample of 100 students,

(b) sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90, (c) sample of



40

50 students with IQ's from '90 through 110, and (d sample, of

50 students with IQ's above 110.

The following specific questions were asked for each

of the four samples:

1. Is the probability of selection as an under-

achiever equally distributed across six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers, and a five part clinic procedure for select-

ing underachievers, for each of three levels of discrepancy

between measures of academic aptitude and academic

performance?

2. What are the interrelationships among the six

Objective methods of selecting underachievers, for each of

three levels of discrepancy between measures of academic

aptitude and academic performance?

3. What is the relationship between the two subjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers?

4. What are the interrelationships among the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the six

Objective methods of selecting underachievers, for each of

three levels of discrepancy between measures of academic

aptitude and academic performanoe?

5. What are the interrelationships among the five

parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers,

for each of three levels of discrepancy between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance?



6. What are the interrelationships among the five

parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,

for each of three levels of discrepancy between academic

aptitude and academic performance?

7. What are the interrelationships among the five

parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers

and the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers,

for each of three levels of discrepancy between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance?

8. What is the relationship between the two measures

of self-perception?

9. What are the interrelationships among the two

measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, for each of three levels of dis-

crepancy between measures of academic aptitude and academic.

performance?

10. What are the interrelationships among the two

measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers?

11. What are the interrelationships among the two
.

measures of self-perception and the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers, at each of three

levels of discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude

and academic performance?

The following chapter describes the sample selected
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for study, the instrumentation employed, the procedure for

collecting the data, methods of selecting underachievers,

and treatment of the data.



CHAPTER II

SUBJECTS, INSTRUMENTATION, PROCEDURE, DEFINITIONS,

AND TREATMENT OF DATA

The purpose of this study was toAnvestigate the

interrelationships among six objective methods of selecting

underachievers, two 'subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers, a five-part clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers, and two variables frequently associated with

underachievement. The present chapter describes the samples

selected for study, the instrumentation employed, the proce-

dure for collecting the data, methods for defining under-

achievement, and treatment of the data.

Subjects

The samples for this study were selected from the

entire white male sixth grade population of a large southern

school system. A sixth grade population was chosen because

of the.generally,acknowledged 'instability of achievement in

younger children and because of the need for studies of

academic achievement at the elementary school level (Lavin,

1965; Raph et al., 1966). Available research points out sex

differences and race differences in the dynamics of under-

achievement; therefore, this study used data concerning males

of a single race.
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Since it is possible that level of intelligence may

influence comparisons among methods of selecting under-

achievers, a separate analysis was made for each of four

samples of sixth grade males: (a) Analysis I: random sample

of 100 students, (b) Analysis II: sample of 50 students

with IQ's below 90 (c) Analysis III: sample of 50 students

with IQ's from 90 through 110, and (d) Analysis IV: sample

of 50 students with IQ's above 110.

The sample of 100 sixth grade males was selected for

Analysis I in the following' manner: A list of the entire

sixth grade population of the school system was obtained

from the system's data processing department. A random

sample of 100 male students was drawn from the list. A

reserve sample of approximately 30 students was randomly

selected in case of the inaccessability of studenti ini-

tially selected. This sample of 100 students constituted

one of four groups used for study.

The three samples of 50 subjects each were formed for

Analyses II through IV in the following manner: Each of the

above mentioned 100_randamly selected students was admink-

istered the Wechsler Intelligence_ Scale for'Children (WISC)

as part of a test battery for the study and was classified

by WISC Full Scale IQ into one of three levels of intelli-

gence: IQ's 89 and below, 90-110, 111 and above. An addi-

tional list, which classified the entire sixth grade

population into the above three levels of intelligence on
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Obtained from the data processing department. A random

sample of approximately 50 students was drawn from each of

these three Lorge-Thorndike IQ classffications. The WISC

was then administered to each of the students in the three

groups classified according to Lorge-Thorndike IQ. On the

basis of the WISC Full Scale IQ which was obtained, each

student was then assigned to one of the three WISC IQ classi-

fications, to which the random sample of 100 had already

been assigned, until, each group contained 50 students. Thus,

three groups of 50 subjects each were formed for the three

levels of intelligence, using students from the original

random sample of 100 students plus the additional students

selected in the manner just described.

Instrumentation

This section describes the instruments employed to

obtain the data for the study. Special attention is devoted

to the reliability of these measures since the consistency

and the stability of the results from an instrument are con-

sidered fundamental requirements for its utility. Reliability

coefficients are frequently determined by the split-half

method or the alternate forms method. The former addresses

the comparability of items in the two halves of the test and

thus provides a measure of equivalence. The latter provides

a means of assessing the stability of test results over a
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period of time, if the two forms are not administered in

immediate succession.

Standardized instruments used to establish academic

aptitude were the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Testl and the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children.2 Standardized

measures of academic performance used were the Stanford

Achievement Test3 and the Wide Range, Achievement Test.4

addition to the standardized measures of academic

aptitude and academic performance, several unstandardized

measures were employed to assess the two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers and the two measures of self-

perception.

Measures of Academic Aptitude,

Lore- Thorndike Intelligence Tests. The Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence, Test is considered a generally accept-

able group test of intelligence. Reviews by Freeman (1959),

1I. Lorge, R. L. Thorndike, and E. Hagen, The Lorge-
Thorndike Intelligence Tests (New York: Houghton Enain,
1964) .

2
D. Wechsler, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Chil-

dren (New York: Psychological Corporation, MEI%

3T. L. Kelley, R. Madden, E. F. Gardner, and H. C.
Rudman, Stanford Achievement Test (New York: Harcourt, Brace,
and World, 1966).

4J. F. Jastak and S. R. Jastak, The Wide Range, Achieve-
ment Test (Wilmington, Delaware: Guidance Associates, 19 5)":"
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Millholland (1959) , and Pidgeon (1959) all classify it among

the best of available group tests of intelligence (Buros,

1959). Anastasi (1961) chooses the Lorge,-Thorndike Intelli-

gence Test, Level 3 as an illustration of group intelligence

tests for elementary age children.

According to the authors of the test (Lorge et al.,

1964), the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests are a measure

of abstract intelligence designed to assess "the ability to

work with ideas and the relationship among. ideas f p. 41."

The Lorge- Thorndike Intelligence Tests are available at five

educational levels. Level 3, for grades 4-6, is appropriate

to the sample selected for the present study. The test, at

this level, is divided into two sections: Verbal and Non-

verbal. The subtests comprising the Verbal section are

Sentence Completion, Verbal Classification, Arithmetic

Reasoning, and Vocabulary. Non-verbal subtests include

Figure Classification, Number Series, Figure Analogies.

The standardization of the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests

is considered one of its major strengths (Freeman, 1959).

The complete battery was standardized by testing 136,000

children in 44 communities in 22 states. The communities

were selected on the basis of a composite of factors found

to be associated with the measured intelligence of children

in the community.

Anastasi (1961) considered the high reliability of

Lorgea-Thorndike IQ's to be one of its chief sources of
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Millholland, 1959; Pidgeon, 1959) also endorse its reli-

ability as being satisfactory (Buros, 1959). Reliabilities

were estimated by alternate forms and also odd-even correla-

tions. For Level 3, alternate forms coefficients, obtained

from data on 72l fifth grade students, were .896 for the

Verbal section and .814 for the Non-verbal section. Odd-

even reliability coefficients were reported as .940 for both

Verbal and Non-verbal parts of the test (Anastasi, 1961).

The standard error of measurement for Level 3 is about four

IQ points for the Verbal section and about six IQ points for

the Non- verbal section (Anastasi, 1961). Freeman (1959)

cautioned, however, that the seemingly satisfactory standard

errors of measurement were determined upon only a "moderate

number of cases" and recommended that the standard error of

measurement should be considered as a tentative estimate

only.

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC). The

WISC is generally accepted as one of the most adequate of

individual measures of general intelligence for children.

Anastasi (1961) and Cronbach (1961) concurred that the reli.

abilities of the WISC are sufficiently adequate for the usual

testing purposes. Split -half reliabilities were reported

for the WISC which were computed from samples of 200 cases

in each of three age groups: 7 1/2, 10 1/2, and 13 1/2 years
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of age. Verbal Scale reliability coefficients wore .88, .96,

and .96 respectively. Performance Scale reliability.coeffi-

cients were .92, .95, and .94, respectively (Anastasi, 1961).

Measures of Academic Achievement

Stanford Achievement Test. Bryan (1965) and Stake

and Hastings (1965) considered the 1964 edition of the Stan-

ford Achievement, Test to be a reputable instrument for

evaluating achievement (Buros, 1965). The level of the

Stanford Achievement Test appropriate to the sample selected

for this study is Intermediate II for grade six which is

composed of the following subtests: Word Meaning, Paragraph

Meaning, Spelling, Language, Arithmetic Applications, Social

Studies, and Science. Reliabilities for the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test were reported as split-half coefficients corrected

by the Spearman-Brown formula and the Kuder-Richardson for-

mula #20 estimates. The sample for these estimates consisted

of 1,000 cases drawn randomly from 76 school systems. The

median split-half reliability coefficients for the Stanford

Achievement Test was .90. The coefficients ranged from .85

for the Arithmetic Concepts subtest to .95 for the Language

subtest. The median coefficient for the Kuder-Richardson

#20 estimates was .90. By this method, the coefficients

ranged from .87 for the Arithmetic Comprehension and Arith-

metic Concepts subtests to .93 for the Language subtest.

Stake and Hastings (1965) concluded that the split-half and
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Kuder-Richardson #20 coefficients were generally as high as

those reported for any of the other currently available

standardized tests.

Wide Range Achievement Test. The 1965 revision of

the Wide Range Achievement Test is composed of three sub-

tests (Arithmetic, Spelling, and Reading) each of which is

divided into two levels. Level I is considered appropriate

for use with children between the ages of 5 years-0 months

and 11 years-ll months. Level II is designed for use with

persons from 12 years-0 months to adulthood. Because of the

recency of the latest revision of the Wide Range Achievement

Test, reviews of the test are not readily available.

The manual of the Wide Range Achievement Test reported

only split-half correlation coefficients for each age group

and the two test levels. These data were obtained from

samples of 200 individuals "selected in such a way as to

represent probability distributions of achievement based on

normative data [p. 131." The age group most likely to be

represented in the present study are ages 10, 11, 12, and

13. Split-half reliabilities for these age groups on the

Reading subtest were .990, .982,086, and .987, respectively.

On the Spelling subtest, the reliabilities reported for the

above age groups were .981, .982, .972, and .982, respectively.

Split-half reliabilities for the same age groups on the

Arithmetic subtext were .948, .945, .940, and .947, respec-

tively. For all three exibteats at all age levels, standard
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errors of measurement were reported that were less than two

points. If procedures for determining the above reliabilities

were acceptable, the coefficients reported would be con-

sidered adequate; however, the procedures cited in the

manual for the Wide Range, Achievement Test were not detailed

enough to permit such evaluation.

Unstandardized Measures

Student Self-Concept. Self-concept is assessed by

various methods one of which is a Q -Sort. In the present

study, self-concept was assessed by Bennett's Self-Concept,

Q-Sort5 which is designed for use with elementary age chil-

dren . The statements which comprise the Self-Concept,

2-Sort refer to. the self-concept of the child in the school

setting. The statements describe behaviors which are specif-

ically identified as relating to positive or negative self-

concept. The Self-Concept, a-Sort originally consisted of

two forms, each with 26 statements. These two forms were

administered to 32 sixth grade students. The rank order

correlations between the two forms was .86. Item analyses

indicated that only four pairs of items scored at a consist-

ency of less than 90%. Form 2 was selected for publication

5V. D. C. Bennett, "Development of a Self-Concept
Q-Sort for Use with Elementary Age School Children," Journal
of School Psychology, III (1964) , 19-25.
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and appears in Appendix A. Bennett (1964) reported a .34

correlation between the Self-Concept grSort and Iowa Tests

of Basic Ski ills (which is significant beyond the .01 level

of confidence). A correlation of .25 (significant beyond

the .01 level of confidence) was found between the Self-

Concept 91-Sort scores and IQ scores from the Lore-Thorndike,

Intelligence Test and the California Test of Mental Maturity.

Bennett stated that the statements which comprise the Self-

Concept 1-Sort were adapted so as not to exceed the third

grade level in reading difficulty. It was necessary to use

an unstandardized instrument like Bennett's Self-Concept,

2-Sort to assess self-concept for this study because of the

scarcity of research instruments available at the elementary

school level.

Student self-ormakkla of achievement. Subjects were

asked to rate their scholastic achievement in response to

the following question: "How does your present school

achievement compare with the way you think you could be

doing? (a) Better than expected, (b) As well as expected,

(c) Not as well as expected, (d) Much worse than expected."

Student perception of control over environment. Stu-

dents were asked to respond to the following question:

"People like me don't have much of a chance in life. (a)
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Agree, (b) Disagree, (c) Not sure."

Teacher judgment of achievement. Teachers were asked

to respond to the following question: "How does this stu-

dent's present scholastic achievement compare with his

academic potential? (a) Better than expected, .(b) As well

as expected, fc) Not as well as expected, (d) Much worse

than expected."

Procedure for Collection of the Data

The following section describes the manner in which

the data for the study were obtained. The Lorge,-Thorndike

Intelligence Test, Level 3 and the Stanford Achievement Test,

Intermediate II were administered in the fall of 1967 to all

sixth grade students as part of the regular evaluation pro-

gram in the school system chosen for study. Scores on both

these instruments were obtained for each of the 150 students

selected for the study.

Scores on the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test are

reported separately for the Verbal and the Non-verbal por-

tions of the test in terms of deviation IQ's, grade per-

centiles, grade equivalents, and age equivalents. Cronbach

(1961) reported that intercorrelations of both Verbal and

6
J. S. Coleman, Equality of Educational Opportunity

(Washington, U.S.ihington D.G.D C : _ Department of HeagE7ducation, and
Welfare, Office of.Educationv 1966), p. 202.
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Non-verbal parts of the test range from .66 to .68. He

therefore concluded that differences between the Verbal and

Non-verbal scores would not be significant for the majority

of pupils. The Lorge-Thorndike IQ utilized in the present

study was the mean of the Verbal and Non-verbal grade equiv-

alent scores.

Scores on the Stanford Achievement Test are reported

separately for each of the nine subtests. Norma are reported

in percentile ranks, stanines, grade scores, and grade equiv-

alents. The technical manual for the Stanford Achievement

Test (1966) suggested that the median of these subtests be

used if a total achievement score is desired. For the pur-

poses of this study, the median grade equivalent of a sub-

ject's Stanford Achievement Test subtest scores was used to

represent his total achievement on the Stanford Achievement

Test.

In addition to the tests mentioned above, each student

selected for study was administered a test battery which

included the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, Wide

Range, Achievement Test, Self-Concept a-Sal, a question

relating to student self-perception of achievement, and a

question relating' to student perception of control over

environment. On the Wechsler Intellimance Scale for Chil-

dren, the Full Scale Quotient was used as a measure of

general intellectual functioning. The Wide Range, Achievement

Test yields separate subtest scores for Reading, Spelling,
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and Arithmetic. For the purposes of this study, the mean

of the three subtests was used to represent total achieve-

ment on the Wide Range Achievement Test.

Scores on the Self-Concept, a-Sort theoretically could

range from plus 50 to minus 50. Bennett7 recommended the use

of a median split on the distribution under study to deter-

mine positive or negative self-concept.

Midterm grades in the following subjects were obtained

and averaged for each student: Reading, Language, Spelling,

Writing, Geography, History, Health, Science, and Aiiith-

metic. Midway through the school year, each student's

teacher was asked for his judgment regarding the relation-

ship between the academic expectancy of the pupil and his

academic performance.

These data, described in the preceding paragraphs were

used to select underachievers by each of the methods dis-

cussed in the next section. A separate analysis of data was

made for each of four, samples: (a) Analysis I: random

sample of 100 students, (b) Analysis II: sample of 50 stu-

dents with IQ's below 90. (c) Analysis III: sample of 50

students with IQ's from 90 through 110,. and.(d) Analysis'IV:

sample of 50 students with IQ's above 1104

7Bennett, personal communication, October 1967.
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Methods of Defining Underachievement

This section describes the methods of selecting under-

achievers and the selected variables which were used in this

study. It will be noted that all methods of selecting under-

achievers used in the present study were based on the rela-

tive discrepancy in standard scores between some measure of

academic aptitude and some measure of academic performance.

Operational definitions. of underachievement for Methods 1

through 6 and Method .9 were formed at three levels of

discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude and aca-

demic performance.

Method 1: Selection of Underachievers la
BITEFEpancy between aCOTEFErargEpla
Measure of Academic Aptitude and a
Standardized Group Measure of
Academic Performance

Academic aptitude was established by the Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Test. Academic performance was

measured by the Stanford Achievement Test. Grade equivalents

from both tests were obtained for each student. Underachieve-

ment was operationally defined at three levels of discrepancy

between academic aptitude and performance: (a) A grade equiv-

alent score for academic performance which was .5 grade levels

or more below the grade equivalent score for academic apti-

tude; (b) A grade equivalent score for academic performance

which was 1.0 grade levels or more below the grade equivalent

score for academic aptitude; and (c) A grade equivalent
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score for academic performance which was 1.5 grade levels or

more below the grade equivalent score for academic aptitude.

Method 2: Selection of Underachievers la=OF anc r between a-Ttandardized
n vi ua leasure or ATETernitude
and a Standardized Group Measure of
Academic Performance

Academic aptitude was established by the Wechsler

Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC). Academic performance

was measured by the Stanford Achievement Test. Standard

scores (z scores) from both tests were obtained for each

student. The z score was determined for each subject's WISC

score and Stanford Achievement Test score by using the mean

and standard deviation of their respective standardization

samples. Underachievement was then operationally defined at

three levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude and

academic performance: :(a) A standard score for academic

performance which was .5.or More below the standard score

for academic aptitude; (b) A standard score for academic

performance which was 1..0 or more below the standard score

for academic aptitude and (c);:ii standard score for academic

performance which was 145 or more 'below the standard score

for academic aptitude.

Method 2: Selection of Underachievers la
DITEAPancy74.Wegria Standardfgga Indi-
vidual Measure of Academic AEgyae and
a Standardized 17W1571Tarmeasure of
Academic Performance

Academic aptitude was established by the Wechsler



Intelligence Scale for Children. Academic performance was

measured by the Wide atme Achievement Test (WRAP). Standard

scores (deviation IQ's, i.e., quotients which have a fixed

mean of 100 and standard deviation of 15) were obtained from

both tests for each student. Underachievement was opera-

tionally defined at three levels of discrepancy between aca-

demic aptitude and academic performance: (a) A quotient for

academic performance which was 7.5 points or more (.5 standard

deviation) below the quotient for academic aptitude; (b) A

quotient for academic performance which was 15 points or

more (1.0 standard deviations) below the quotient for aca-

demic aptitude; and (c) A quotient for academic performance

which was 22.5 points or more (1.5 standard deviations) below

the quotient for academic aptitude.

Method Selection of Underachievers la
DMTFano between aa71:3373177=16up
easure of Academic Aptitude and a

TaiEraTaMd Individual Measure or
Academic Performance

Academic aptitude was established by the Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Tests. Academic performance was

measured by the Wide Range, Achievement Test. Standard

scores (z scores) were obtained for each subject's Lorne-

Thorndike Intelligence Test score and Wide Range Achieve-

ment Test score by using the mean and the standard deviation

of their respective standardization samples. Underachieve-

ment was then operationally defined at three levels of
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discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic perform-

ance: (a) A standard score for academic performance which

was .5 or more below the standard score for academic apti-

tude; (b) A standard score for academic performance which

was 1.0 or more below the standard score for academic apti-

tude; and (c) A standard score for academic performance which

was 1.5 or more below the standard score for academic

aptitude.

Method 1: Selection of Underachievers
15177;pancy7E77.777MWFURIEWT673up
Measure of Academic Aptitude and
Teacher Grades717).

Academic aptitude was established by the Lorge-

Thorndike Intelligence Test. Academic performance was meas-

ured by grade point average.. scores (z scores) on

both measures were obtained for each student. The z score

was determined for each subject's Lorge-Thorndike score by

using the mean and standard devIation of the standardization

sample. The z score was obtained for each subjectIs gisade

point average by using the mean and standard deviation of

the grade point averages in the randomly selected group of

100 students chosen for the study. Underachievement was

then defined at three levels of discrepancy between academic

aptitude and academic performance: (a) A standard score for

academic performance which was .5 or more below the standard

score for academic aptitude; (b) A standard score for aca-

demic performance which was 1.0 or more below the standard
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academic performance which was 1.5 or more below the standard

score for academic aptitude.

Method 6: Selection of Underachievers 12.z
Mramepancy between a""gtartiaridizerT0i-
vidual Meas10777-ICademic Aptitude-7;N
Teacher grades Trfar-

Academie aptitude was established by the Wechsler

Intelligence Scale for Children. Academic performance was

measured by grade point average. Standard scores (z scores)

were obtained for each student. The z score was determined

for each subject's score on the Wechsler Intelligence, Scale

for Children by using the mean and standardized deviation of

the standardization sample. The z score was obtained for

each subject's grade point average by using the mean and the

standard deviation of the grade point averages in the ran-

domly selected group of 100 students chosen for study.

Underachievement was then defined at three levels of discrep-

ancy between academic aptitude and academic performance: (a)

A standard score for academic performance which was .5 or

more below the standard score for academic aptitude; (b) A

standard score for academic performance which was 1.0 or

more below the standard score for academic aptitude; and (c)

A standard score for academic performance which was 1.5 or

more below the standard score for academic aptitude.
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Method I.: Selection of Underachievers
Ia. Student nUFFITErlorAchievement

The student was asked to rate on paper his scholastic

achievement in response to the following question: "How

does your present school achievement compare with the way

you think you.could be doing: (a) Better than expected, (b)

As well as expected, (c) Not as well as expected, (d) Much

worse than expected." Students rating themselves in either

of categories c or d were considered underachievers by self-

rating.

Method 8: Selection of Underachievers
ETTWIcEer riTaWEETof Achievement

Midway in the school term, teachers of children in

the study were asked to rate their scholastic achievement in

response to the following question: "How does this student's

present scholastic achievement compare with his academic

potential: (a) Better than expected, (b) As well as

expected, (c) Not as well as expected, (d) Much worse than

expected." Students receiving ratings in either of cate-

gories c or d were considered underachievers by teacher

rating.

Method 9: Selection of Underachievers 122,rtrailio Procedure

The psychological services, of the school system from

which the data were obtained used an adaptation of Jastak's

procedure for evaluating achievement and basic personal
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adjustment. The adapted Jastak procedure is based on factor

Analysis of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children and

the Wide Range Achievement Test. Factors identified were

(a) Altitude, (b) Verbal, (c) Reality, (d) Motivational, and

(e) Psychomotor. Altitude is taken as a measure of academic

aptitude; the other four factors are taken as measures of

academic performance. In the adapted Jastak procedure, the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children is labeled General

Ability and is used as an indicator of academic performance.

Altitude, is defined as the maximum level of person-

ality integration for a given individual. It suggests an

ideal intellectual potential which may be developed to vary-

ing degrees but never fully reached. Therefore, the expected

ability ranse, a modification of the altitude factor, is

substituted for it. Expected Ability is an aptitude score

which indicates the level of ability which an individual can

realistically be expected to demonstrate in relation to his

potential. Expected Ability (in our terms, academic aptitude),

is determined in the following manner. Subtest scores from

both the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children and the

Wide Range Achievement,Test are expressed as quotients. The

three highest quotients are weighted and averaged to deter-

mine the altitude quotient. The expected ability Quotient

is 87% of the altitude quotient. Academic aptitude is

expressed in terms of the expected ability quotient.

The Verbal Factor is considered an indicator of an
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individual's language and communication skills. The Reality

Factor is considered an indicator of the appropriateness of

an individual's behavior. The Motivational Factor is con-

sidered an indicator of an individual's performance on tasks

which require persistent and purposeful activity. The Psycho-

motor Factor is considered an indicator of an individual's

demonstrated muscular co-ordination and efficiency. The

Verbal, Reality, Motivational, and Psychomotor Factors are

expressed as quotients. These quotients are computed from

weighted subtest scores from the Wechsler Intelligence Scale

for Children and the Wide Range Achievement Test which are

designated by Jastak's factor analysis. General Ability

(the WISC Full Scale Quotient) is considered an indicator of

demonstrated general intellectual functioning.

Each of the above factor quotients (Verbal, Reality,

Motivational, Psychomotor, and General Ability) was compared

with the Expected Ability Quotient. Underachievement for

each of the Jastak factors and General Ability was opera-'

tionally defined at each of three levels of discrepancy

between academic aptitude and performance: (a) A factor

quotient which was .5 SD or more (7.5 points or more) below

the Expected Ability Quotients; (b) A factor quotient which

was 1.0 SD or more (15 .points or more) below the Expected

Ability Quotient; and IC) A factor quotient which was 1.5 SD

or more (22.5 points or more) below the Expected Ability

Quotient.
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Variable A: Student Academic
Self-Concept

In this study, positive or negative self-concept was

established on the basis of performance on the Self-Concept,

9 -Sort developed by Bennett for use with elementary age chil-

dren. Negative self-concept in this study was considered a

score on the Self-Concept grSort which was below the median

score for the random sample of 100 students.

Variable B: Student Perception of
VOETFOT'dier Environment

Following the student's rating of his own achievement,

he was asked to evaluate on paper a statement suggested by

Coleman (1966) to measure feeling of control over one's

environment: "People like me don't have much of a chance to

be successful in life." (a) Agree, (b) Disagree, (c) Not

sure. A negative rating was considered to be either a or 0.

Treatment of the Data
8

Two major treatments were performed on the data. Both

treatments were appropriate for use with dichotomized data.

In this study, data from each method of defining underachieve-

ment and from each variable have been dichotomized into the

the following categories: (a) Students selected as

8
The writer is indebted to Dr. Roy Sommerfeld for his

assistance on the statistical treatment of the data and to
John Gunn for programming the data for computer services.
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underachievers by a given method or variable; and (b) Stu-

dents not selected as underachievers by a given method or

variable.

Cochran's Test

Cochran's test (Hayes, 1965) was used to investigate

the probability that selection as an underachiever would be

equally distributed across six objective methods of selecting

underachievers, two subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers, and a five-part clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers. This test is considered appropriate for

repeated observations where the dependent variable can take

on only two values.

The statistic for Cochran's test is the following:

3(j - 1)
. (Y. - 1)2

Q = J

E YK E

where J = number of subjects
K = number of Observations or conditions

= 1 for success; 0 for failure
Yk =Ily = marginal total for row K

j jk

YJ =17y = marginal total for column j
.1 L4 jk

T =EY/
J

j

Hayes stated that for a relatively large K, the distribution

is approximately like that of X
:2

for J - 1 degrees of freedom,
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when the hypothesis is true that the probability of selection

as an underachiever is constant over all treatments of J

(Hayes, 1965) .

Tetrachoric Correlation (r )

In order to compare each of seven methods of defining

underachievement and four selected variables, tetrachoric

correlation was used. Tetrachoric correlation is appro-

priate in the'case of two dichotomized variables when it can

be assumed that both variables are essentially continuous

and normally distributed (Edwards, 1964; Garrett, 1961).

There are several existing formulas for determining

tetrachoric correlation coefficients. Most of the available

methods for obtaining tetrachoric correlations are formulas

which yield approximations of rt and have some restrictions

attached to them. Edwards (1964) and Garrett (1947) both

presented estimations of the tetrachoric correlation coeffi-

cient which are appropriate when categories are formed by

assigning scores or traits above the median of a distribu-

tion to one category and scores or traits below the median

of a distribution to another category. Computation diagrams

for the calculation of a larger number of tetrachoric is have

been devised by Thurstone and his associates (Chessire,

Saffir, and Thurstone, 1933). Edwards pointed out, however,

that the points of division on the variables involved must

be taken into consideration in the use of these tables
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(Edwards, 1964). Calculation of the standard error for

tetrachoric correlation coefficients presents another diffi-

culty in the use of tetrachoric rfs in statistical analysis.

Garrett (1947) stated that the standard error of rt-is from

50 to 100% larger than the standard error of a product-moment

coefficient of the same size and based on the same sample

size.

For more specific information on the calculation of

tetrachoric correlation coefficients and the .standard error,

Garrett (1947) referred to Statistical Procedures and Their

Mathematical Bases by Peter's and Van Voorhis. The nature of

the data in the present study, required that tetrachoric cor-

relations be calculated by a method in which the variables

have not necessarily been dichotomized at the medians. The

following formula by Pearson from Peters and Van Voorhis

(1940) was chosen for use in the study.

r= sinTrrai -15;
2 Nad +

where a = cases selected by. category 1
b = cases not selected by category 1
c = cases selected by category 2
d = cases not selected by category 2

For testing the null hypothesis, i.e., that there is no

relationship between two given ,categories, Peters and Van

Voorhis recommended the following formula for probable error

of tetrachoric r when r equal6,00 but h and k (the distances

of the dichotomic lines) have any values:



P.E. of rt when

the true r is 0 = 0.671451/(a + b) (a + c) (d + b) (_d + c)

zhzk
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= 0.6745 lahhkk
zhzkllN

N

Confidence levels for testing the hypothesis of no relation-

ship between two dichotomized variables were established at

.05 and .01 levels of significance (Garrett, 1947), Table

18). Where there were insufficient data to compute corre-

lation coefficients between variables, the relationship was

labeled indeterminate. (Computations were performed on the

IBM S/360 Model 40 Computer located in the Computation Center

of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hills)

The following chapter presents the results of the

investigation proper.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS OF THE INVESTIGATION AND DISCUSSION

As previously stated, the purpose of this investiga-

tion was to explore the interrelationships among various

methods of selecting underachievers in the elementary grades.

Chapter I proposed the problem to be investigated and related

the problem to selected literature on underachievement.

Information concerning the subjects, instrumentation, proce-

dure, definitions, are treatment of the data was reported in

Chapter II. The present chapter reports the findings of the

investigation and also includes discussion of the findings

and their implications.

In order to investigate the interrelationships among

six objective methods of select' mg underachievers, two sub-

jective methods of selecting underachievers, and two variables

frequently associated with underachievement, tetrachoric

correlation coefficients were computed among the nine, methods

and two variables. An overall test for the interrelation-

ships among the six objective methods, the two subjective

methods, and the five-part clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers was made. by means. of the Cochran's test.

Computations were made for three levels of discrepancy

between measures of .academic aptitude and academic
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performance: (a) a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, (b) a

discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, and (o) a discrepancy of 1.5

SD or more.

Four separate analyses were made using different

samples from a sixth grade white male population: (a) a

random sample of 100 students, (b) a sample of 50 students

with IQ's below 90, (c) a sample of 50 students with IQ's

from 90 through 110, and (d) a sample of 50 students with

IQ's above 110.

It should be noted that some of the tetrachoric

correlation coefficients were indeterminate for the samples

chosen for this study. Coefficients were unobtainable when

too few cases occurred in one or more quadrants of the two-

by-two contingency table required to compute the tetrachoric

correlation coefficient.

Subsidiary Data

In order to provide some additional information con-

sidered pertinent to the interrelationships among various

methods of selecting underachievers, correlation coefficients

were computed between the specific measures of academic

aptitude and the specific measures of academic performance

which were used in Methods 1 through 6 and Method 9. Data

from the random sample of 100 sixth grade males was used.

Table 1 reports the intercorrelations of the aptitude

measures. The aptitude measures used were: (a) The Lorge-
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TABLE 1

Intercorrelations of the Aptitude Measures
Used in Methods 1 through 6 and Method 9

for the Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Aptitude
Measures

Aptitude Measures

WISC EAQ

LT

WISC

EAQ

7164147-*
.710 *

*

.927*"

< .001.
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Thorndike Intelligence Tests (LT), (b) Wechsler Intelli-

gence Scale for Children (WISC), and (c) Expected Ability

Quotient (EAQ) from the adapted Jastak procedure.

As will be noted from Table 1, all the correlation

coefficients between the measures of academic aptitude were

significant beyond the .001 level.

Table 2 reports the intercorrelations of the achieve-

ment measures. The achievement measures used were: (a)

Stanford Achievement Test (St.A.T.), (b) Wide range Achieve-

ment Test (WRAT), (c) Grade point average (GPA), (d) Verbal

Factor (V), (e) Reality Factor (R), (f) Motivational Factor

(N), (g) Psychomotor Factor (P), and (h) General Ability (GA).

It will be seen from Table 2 that all the correlation

coefficients between the measures of academic achievement

were significant beyond the .001 level.

Table 3 reports the intercorrelations of the achieve-

ment measures and the aptitude measures. Measures used were

the same as those included in Tables 1 and 2.

A reference to Table.3 will show that all the corre-

lation coefficients between the measures of academic aptitude

and the measures of academic achievement were significant

beyond the .001 level. It should be noted that, for the

purposes of this study, the WISC Full Scale Quotient was

also called General Ability, thus accounting for the corre-

lation coefficient of .999 between WISC scores and General

Ability. Computer translation of decimal system data to
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TABLE 3

Intercorrelations of the Achievement Measures

and the Aptitude Measures Used in Methods 1

through 6 and Method 9 for the Random

Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Achievement
Measures

St.A.T.

WRAT

GPA

V

R

M

P

GA

***
< . 001.

Aptitude Measures

8544111.41.

.7874sw

.759***

.72er**

.507***

.81o***

.725***
4,71pl.*

WISC EAQ

.750*** .70e**

I*** .668***

.621*** .60e*

4188e** 7994m*

.891*** 8054mt

.818 **` .790***

.842*** .792***

.999*** .918***

74.
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binary system data for processing and the translation of

binary system to decimal system data and resulted in an

infinite repeating decimal of .999, rather than a correla-

tion coefficient of 1.0.

Discussion

The findings reported in Tables 1, 2, and 3 and the

implications of these findings will provide a frame of

reference for considering the data reported and discussed in

Analyses I through IV which concerns the interrelationships

among various relative discrepancy methods of selecting

underachievers.

1. The highly significant intercorrelations (.001

level) among the aptitude measures used in this study

suggest, for the random sample, a high degree of relation-

ship among the Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence, Tests, the

Wechsler Intelligence Scale. for Children, and the Expected

Ability Quotient of the adapted Jastak procedure.

2. The highly significant intercorrelations (.001

level) among the achievement measures used in this study

suggest, for the random sample, a high degree of relation-

ship among the Stanford Achievement Test, the Wide Range,

Achievement Test,and the adapted Jastak factors. It should

be pointed out however, that the interrelationships among the

Jastak factors would tend to: raise a question regarding the

statistical independence of these factors.
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3. The highly significant intercorrelations (.001

level) between the measures of academic aptitude and the

measures of academic performance used in this study suggest,

for the random sample, a high degree of relationship between

academic aptitude and academic achievement.

In view of the interrelationships reported in the

preceding paragraphs, it might be expected that intercorre-

lations among methods of selecting underachievers based on

the relative discrepancy in standard score units between

aptitude and performance (using the same measures discussed

above) would tend to be statistically significant. In the

four analyses which follow, it will be seen that such was

not the case. A possible interpretation would be that when

significant correlation coefficients did not occur between

methods of selecting underachievers, the non-significant

correlation coefficients could be attributed to other than

chance fluctuation. An alternative interpretation rests on

the probability that a number of correlation coefficients

will attain statistical significance due to the chance

fluctuation which occurs when a large number of interrela-

tions are computed.

The specific questions raised in Chapter I will now

be considered in the order in which they were presented in

Chapter I for each of the four separate analyses mentioned

previously. Discussion of the results and their implications

will follow the presentation of data for each question.
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Analysis I: Randomly Selected Group

of 100 Students

Question 1: Is the ProbqbaLtz of
'election as an Underachiever
717771Waed across Six Oblective
Methods of Selectin. Underachievers,
Two SUbjective lethods of Selecting
1170erachievers,707Five-Part Clinic
Procedure for Selectina Underachievers,
717YEETiorThree Levels of biscrur
ancy7b7rween Measures of Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance?

Table 4 reports the values for the Cochran's Test at

three levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude and

performance. It will be seen from Table 4 that the values

for the Cochran's Test, at all three levels of discrepancy,

were significant at the .01 level.

Discussion. The findingS reported in Table 4 indicate

that selection as an underachiever was not equally probable

among the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,

the two subjective methods, and the five-part clinic procedure

for selecting underachievers. The larger values obtained for

1.0 SD or more and 1.5 SD or more discrepancy between apti-

tude and performancA suggest that the, size of the discrepancy

selected for defining underachievement may affect the inter-

relationships among the'nine.methods of selecting under-

achievers in a random sample of 100 sixth grade students.

Question 2: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the mix Objective
Methods of Selecting. Underachievers
for teach of three Levels of Discre
EDEL between MeasuFg= rEa em c
Aptitude and AcademIcTerformance?
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TABLE 4

Values for the Cochran's Test at Three Levels of
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

/WO

Sample
Levels of. Discrepancy

1.0 SD 1.5 SD

Random Sample 50.82** 131.17** 296.28**

41-1f. < 01.
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Table 5 summarizes the findings for the intercorrela-

tions among the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between

measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be seen from the intercorrelations reported

in Table 5 that correlation coefficients significant at the

.01 level were found between the following methods of

selecting underachievers: (a) Method 1 and Methods 2, 4, 5;

(b) Method 2 and Methods 1, 3, 6; (c) Method 3 and Methods

2, 4, 6; (d) Method 4 and Methods 1, 3, 5; (e) Method 5 and

Methods 1, 4, 6; and (f) Method 6 and Methods 2, 3, 5.

Correlation coefficients between the following methods were

non-significant at the .05 level: (a) Method 1 and Methods

3, 6; (b) Method 2 and Methods 4, 5; (c') Method 3 and

Methods 1, 5; (d) Method 4 and Methods 2, 6; (e) Method 5

and Methods 2, 3; and (f) Method 6 and Methods 1, 4.

A synthesis of the above data indicates that for a

discrepancy of .5 SD or more a correlation coefficient

between two methods of selecting underachievers was signif-

icant at the .01 level whenever the two methods used either

the same measure of academic aptitude or the same measure of

academic performance.

Table 6 summarizes the findings for the intercorrela-

tions among the six dbjective methods of selelting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between
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TABLE 5

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six

Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for Random

Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method Method
2 3 4 5 6

Method la

Method 2
b

Method 3c

Method 4
d

Method Se

Method 6
f

.431** .171 .615**
f*

.257

.672 .016 .218 .678**

.528** .118 .555"

.459" .023

751"

aDiscrepancy between torge-Thorndike and Stanford

Achievement rest.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement

Test.

cDiscrepancy

dDiscrepancy

eDiscrepancy

(Discrepancy

*<
"E < 0 1 .

between WISC and WRAT.

between TJorgerThorndike and WRAT.

between. Lorge7Thorndike and GPA.

between WISC and GPA.
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TABLE 6

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers

at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for Random

Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method Method
2. 3 4 5 6

Method la

Method 2b

Method 3c

Method 4d

Method 5e

Method 6f

.237 .021 .778*4 .682*

.7784". .005 .288

.222 .324

853*

.123

9843**
.789**

.244

.177

aDiscrepancy between Lorge- Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

Test.

bDiscrepancy

Discrepancy

dDiscrepancy

eDiscrepancy

f
Discrepancy.

.05.

*iln< .01.

between WISC and Stanford Achievement

between

between

between

between

WISC and WRAT.

Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

LorgerThorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.
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measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from the intercorrelations reported

in Table 6 that correlation coefficients significant at the

.05 level were found between Method 1 and Method 5 and

between Method 4 and Method 5. Correlation coefficients

significant at the .01 level were found between the follaw-

ing methods of selecting underachievers: (a) Method 1 and

Method 4, (b) Method 2 and Methods 3, 6; (c) Method 3 and

Methods 2, 6; (d) Method 4 and Methods 1, 6; and (e) Method

6 and Methods 2, 3. Correlation coefficients for the follow-

ing methods were non-significant at the .05 level: (a)

Method 1 and Methods 2, 3, 6; (b) Method 2 and Methods 1, 4,

5; (c) Method 3 and Methods 1, 4, 5; (d) Method k and Methods

2, 3, 5; (e) Method 5 and Methods 2, 3, 6; and (f) Method 6

and Methods 1, 4, 5.

A synthesis of the above data indicates, for a discrep-

ancy of 1.0 SD or more between aptitude and performance, that

a correlation coefficient between two methods of selecting

underachievers was significant whenever the two methods used

the same measure of academic aptitude.

Table 7 summarizes the findings for the intercorrela-

tions among the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between

measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.
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TABLE 7

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for Random

Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method Method
2 3 4 5 6

Method la

Method 2b

Method 30

Method 0

Method 5e

Method 6f

IND .424 .866*

.888* IND

.757

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

.921*

.672

IND

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorne-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

b
Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement

Test.

°Discrepancy

dDiscrepancy

eDiscrepancy

f
Discrepancy

"E< .05.

-181.2.<
.01.

between WISC and WRAT.

between Lorge- Thorndike, and WRAT.

between Lorpe- Thorndike and GPA.

between WISC and GPA.
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It will be seen from Table 7 that of the correlation

coefficients obtained at a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, 9

of the 15 coefficients were unobtainable for the sample under

study. Correlation coefficients significant at the .05 level

were found between Methods 2 and 3, Methods 1 and 4, and

Methods 5 and 6.

Discussion. The results for a discrepancy of .5 SD or

hore between aptitude and performance indicate that in the

random sample of 100 male sixth grade students, there was

relationship between two methods of selecting underachievers

when the methods employed either the same measures of aca-

demic aptitude or the same measure of academic performance.

Consideration of this finding suggests the possibility that

.5 SD may be too small a discrepancy to indicate differences

between academic aptitude and academic performance due to

other than chance fluctuation.

The results for a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

aptitude and performance indicate that in the sample under

study, there was a relationship between two methods of select-

ing underachievers when both methods used the same measure of

academic aptitude. Thus, in the present study, a correlation

coefficient between two methods of selecting underachievers

was significant (.05 level or .01 level) when both methods

employed either a standardized ari intelligence, test or a

standardized individual intelligence, test. This finding does

not support the frequently held assumption that a relationship
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exists between methods of selecting underachievers which

employ the same criterion of academic performance. The data

for the intercorrelations among the achievement measures

themselves likewise tends not to support a relationship

between methods of selecting underachievers which employ the

same criterion of academic performance. A correlation

coefficient (.001 level) between the Stanford Achievement

Test and the Wide Range Achievement Test, between grade point

average and the Stanford Achievement Test, and between grade

point average and the Wide Range Aohievement Test.

The findings for the 1.5 SD level of discrepancy, with

the majority of the coefficients indeterminate, suggests that

a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more may be too large to permit

comparisons among methods of selecting underachievers in a

sample of 100 subjects.

2uestion 1: What is the Relationship
ViTagrithe 176711173eiamive, Methods, of
en66ting Underachievers?

A correlation coefficient of .265, which was signifi-

cant at the .05 level, was obtained between the two subjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, i.e., student

judgment of achievement and teacher judgment of achievement.

(Level of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic

performance was not involved in the comparison between the

two subjective methods'of selecting underachievers.)

Discussion. These results indicate that there was a

relationship between selection as an underachiever by student



86

judgment of achievement and selection as an underachiever by

teacher judgment of achievement for the random sample of 100

sixth grade boys,

uestion L: What Are the Interrela-

t onships Amon Two Subjective
Mhods of Selecting Underachievers

73-.nc-

et=-be
fix Objective Methods of

Selecti Underachievers, for each

o ree Levels of Discrepancy
betweerMeasures of Academic
lallade"Wirrrademic.lerformance?

Table 8 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers

when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between academic aptitude

and academic performance was used by the objective methods

as a criterion for underachievement.

A reference to Table 8 will show that the correlation

coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 5 and 6 were

significant at the .05 level. The correlation coefficients

between Method 8 and Methods 5 and 6 were significant at the

.01 level. Significant correlation coefficients were not

found between Method 7 and Methods 1, 2, 3, and 4 nor between

Method 8 and Methods li 2, 3, and 4.

The results for the intercorrelations among the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the six

objective methods, at a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 9.

It will be noted from Table 9 that all of the corre-

lation coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 1 through 6



TABLE 8

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at .5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

11M,
Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Methods Methodd Method° Method(

1. 2 3 4 5 6

Method 7g

Method 8h

.113

.127

.101 .253 .075 .312*

.164 .238 .166 .558**

.312*

.453**

aDiscrepancy between Lome-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

°Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lore- Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student. judgment of achievement.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

*E<
.05.

'E <



TABLE 9

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachivers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Methodc Methodd Methods Methodf
1 2

. 3 4 5 6

Method 7g

Method 8h

.107 .049 .184 .097 .017 .203

.182 .150 .299* .549** IND .330*

Note. - -IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.
a
Discrepancy between Lorge- Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

b
Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

c
Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

e
Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

f
Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.
h
Selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

*E< .05.

< . 0 1.
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were non-significant at the .05 level. The correlation

coefficients between Method 8 and Methods 3 and 6 were

significant at the .05 level. The coefficient between

Method 8 and Method 4 was significant at the .01 level.

Table 10 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD

or more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for underachievement by the objective methods.

It will be observed from Table 10 that four of the

correlation coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 1

through 6 were indeterminate for this sample. Correlation

coefficients significant at the .05 level were found between

Method 8 and Methods 2 and 3. The remaining coefficients

between Method 8 and the other methods were either non-signif-

icant at the .05 level or indeterminate for this sample.

Discussion. The results presented in the preceding

paragraphs show evidence of the following interrelationships

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers

for the random sample of 100 sixth grade males:

1. When a discrepancy of .5. SD or more between apti-

tude and performance was used by the objective methods as the

criterion for selection as an underachiever, the findings

indicated a relationship between selection as an under-

achiever by student judgment of achievement and the two



TABLE 10

Tetrachoric Corrolation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods awl Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for Random
Sample of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Method° Methodd Methode Method(
1 2 3 14. 5 6

Method 7g

Method 8h

.270 .260 .340 .099 IND IND

.148 .476* .567* .353 IND .o66

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

.c
Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

'Discrepancy between Lorne-Thorndike and WHAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lorge7Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

4: < 05.

.01.
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objective methods of selecting underachievers which used

grade point average to establish academic performance.

There was also a relationship between selection as an under-

achiever by teacher judgment of achievement and the two

Objective methods of selecting underachievers which used

grade point average to establish academic performance. The

findings for a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, however, did

not show evidence of a significant relationship between the

two subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the

four objective methods of selecting underachievers which

used individual or group standardized achievement test data

to establish academic performance.

2. For a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, the results

did not show evidence of a relationship between selection as

an underachiever by student judgment of achievement and any

of the six objective methods of selecting underachievers.

The findings did indicate a relationship between selection

as an underachiever by teacher judgment of achievement and

by three of the six Objective methods of selecting

underachievers.

3. When a discreparicy'of 1.5 SD or more was used,

the findings did not show evidence of a relationship between

selection as an' underachievers by student judgment of achieve-

ment and four of the .six objectiVe methods of selecting

underachievers. Two of the Coefficients were indeterminate

for this sample. A relationShip'was found between selection
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as an underachiever by teacher judgment of achievement and

two of the six methods of selecting underachievers.

From the above discussion, it is suggested that the

interrelationships among the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers and the six objective methods may

have some implications for the criteria by which students

and teachers select underachievers.

For example, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for underachievement, students whose grades were thus only

slightly below their potential tended to be selected by

their teachers as underachievers and to select themselves

as underachievers. The results did not, however, suggest a

tendency for students with group or individual standardized

achievement test scores slightly below their potential to be

selected by their teachers as underachievers. When the

discrepancy between aptitude and performance was increased

to 1.0 SD and above or 1.5 SD and above for the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, students selected

as underachievers by their teachers tended to be selected as

underachievers by at least two of the six objective methods.

However, students who selected themselves as underachievers

tended not to be selected as underachievers by any of the

six objective methods of selecting underachievers when

discrepancies of 1.0 SD and above or 1.5 SD and above were

used as criteria for underachievement.
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These considerations suggest that a question may be

raised regarding the criterion by which students and teachers

select underachievers. It is.possible that for the sample

under study, the criterion by which students and teachers

judged underachievement may not, in effect, have been based

on the relative discrepancy between academic aptitude and

academic performance, as requested. Other factors may have

entered into the subjective selection of underachievers by

teachers and students. For example, students might have

evaluated their own achievement in terms of criteria such as

perception of teacher approval, academic self-concept,

perceived competence (social or academic) in relation to

other students, inaccurate appraisal of their own intelli-

gence, and the like. Teachers might have used such criteria

as acceptability of student behavior, similarity of teacher

and student non-academic. valUes, students' academic perform-

ance in relation to. the. performance of other students,

inaccurate appraisal of students! academic aptitude, etc.

Question What Are the Interrela-
tionshia among thrrive Parts of
the Gliriic Procedure for Selectiri
ninra=vers, =each of SO
Levels of Discrepancx between
Rea EFes of Academic Aptitude and
Performance?

Table 11 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between the



TABLE 11

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

The Clinic
Procedure

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factorc

M Factord

Factors

The Clinic Procedure

V
r3tor

R
Factor Factor

P
Factor

.03** .60**

333*

.003

370*

.205

.658"

. 379"

, 234

.600**

and

and

and

and

aDiscrepancy
F-,.aneral Ability

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

Discrepancy
Reality Factor.

d
Discrepancy between

Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between
and Psychomotor Factor.

la< .05.

between
Factor.

between

between

4Hi < .01.

Expected

Expected

Expected

Expected

Expecteci

Ability

Ability

Ability

Ability

Ability

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient
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Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (see

Chapter II, page 62) was used as the criterion for under-

achievement.

A reference to Table 11 will show that of the 10

correlation coefficients obtained, 5 were significant at the

.01 level and 2 were significant at the .05 level. Only 3

of the 10 coefficients were non-significant at the .05 level.

The intercorrelations among the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a dis-

crepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, are summarized in

Table 12.

It will be seen from Table 12 that among the 10

correlation coefficients obtained, 4 were indeterminate for

the sample under study, 2 were significant at the .01 level,

1 was significant at the .05 level, and 3 were non-

significant at the .05 level.

Table 13 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between aca-

demic aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for underachievement.

It will be seen from Table 13 that all 10 of the

correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers were indeterminate

for the sample under study, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.
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TABLE 12

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts

of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

The Clinic
Procedure

The Clinic Procedure

V
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factor°

M Factord

P Factore

IND IND IND IND

.300 .552** 415*

.397 .241

.62741*

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
cient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor.

ti

< .05.

32.< .01,
414
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TABLE 13

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts

of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

The Clinic
Procedure

The Clinic Procedure

V
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factore

M Factord

P Factore

IND IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
cient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor.

**2
< .01.
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Discussion. It was noted in Chapter II of the present

study that the five parts of the clinic procedure for select-

ing underachievers were adapted from Jastak's factor analysis.

of the Wechsler inalliztast Scale for Children and the Wide

Range Achievement Test (pages 61 and 62), It is beyond the

scope of the present work to discuss either Jastak's theo-

retical assumptions or the principles and procedures of

factor analysis. (It has been noted previously, however,

that the scores used to represent the clinic procedure in

this study were not "factor scores." They were scores based

on the discrepancy between a factor score and a measure of

academic aptitude, the Expected Ability Quotient, which was

described in Chapter II.)

The intercorrelations reported in Tables 7, 8, and 9

indicate, for the sample under study, that there were inter-

relationships among the five parts of the clinic procedure

for selecting underachievers for discrepancies of .5 SD or

more and 1.0 SD or more between academic aptitude and aca-

demic performance. For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, all

of the intercorrelations were indeterminate for the sample

under study.

In view of the interrelationships reported at the .5

SD and 1,0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and

performance, a question was raised regarding the possibility

of interrelationships among the factor scores themselves.

Table 2, page 73, reported the intercorrelations among the
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measures of achievement used in this study. A reference to

Table 2 will show that the intercorrelations among the factor

scores themselves were all significant beyond the .001 level.

These findings suggest that investigation of the procedures

by which the Jastak factors were obtained would be desirable.

Question 6: What Are the Interrela-
tionships amma the Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for77Tectinp: Under-
achievers and the Six Objective Nods
UrElabana tRaTrachievers, at each
TEreeia-vere OrDT...=Ea.= betwen
1177EUres of Academic Aptitude and
=On. 77rY7FFSEFF?

T'able 111. summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between

academic aptitude and academic performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 14 will show that of the 30

correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers three of the coefficients

were significant at the .05 level, three were significant at

the .01 level, and 24 were non-significant at the .05 level.

Of the six correlation coefficients significant at the .05

or .01 levels, four were between the Motivational Factor and

Methods 2, 3, 11, and 6. Correlation coefficients significant

at the .05 level were found between the Verbal Factor and
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TABLE lli

Tetrnchoric Correlation Coefficients Amonr Five Parts
of ,he Clinic Procedure for Fclectlop "nder achievers

and the Six Oljective Nethods of Selectinr "nder-
ncl,levers nt

Aptitude and
of

SD Mscrepnncy Iletween Academic
Performance for a Random Sample
101 Sixth Grade Males

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
"nderachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
'Underachievers

GA
a

Factor
V

Factor
Re

Factor
M4

Factor
Pe

Factor

Method 1
f

.010 353* .062 .103 .120

Method 2g .397 .174 .524 .000

Method 3
h .156 .1h6 .447 .650* .286*

Method 41 .131 .219 .041 .370" .028

Method 5J .180 .131 .432 .23h .104

Method 6k .715 .247 .338 .401 .234

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Factor.

Factor.

Factor.

Factor.

Test.

cDiscrepancy

d
Discrepancy

eDiscrepancy

f
Discrepancy

gDiscrepancy

hDiscrepancy

iDiscrepancy

iDiscrepancy

kDiscrepancy

*z< .05.

**
n4( .01.

between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

between WISC and WRAT.

between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

between Lorge-Thorndike and CPA.

between WISC and GPA.
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Method 1 an:3 between the Psychomotor Factor and Method 3.

None of the correlation coefficients between the General

Ability Factor and the six objective methods was significant

at the .05 level; none of the correlation coefficients

between the Reality Factor and, the six objective methods was

significant at the .05 level.

Table 15 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

academic aptitude and academic performance was used as a

criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from Table 15 that of the 30 inter-

correlations among the five parts of the clinic procedure

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers

9 of the coefficients were indeterminate for the sample

under study, 3 were significant at the .05 level, 4 were

significant at the .01 level, and 14 were non-significant at

the .05 level. Of the 7 significant correlation coefficients

(at the .05 level or the .01 level), 3 were between the Moti-

vational Factor and Methods 2, 3, and 4; 3 were between the

Psychomotor Factor and Methods 2, 3, and 6; and .1 was between

the Verbal Factor and Method 2.

Table 16 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods of selecting
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TARTE

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients /mom! Five Parts

of the Clink rrocedure for Selectinr underachievers

and the SIX ONective Methods of Selecting Under-

achievers at 1.0 SD Discrepancy getween Academic

Aptitude and Performance for a Random Sample

of 100 Sixth Grade Males

01,ective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

Factor
V

Factor
R
c

Factor Factor Factor

Method 1
f

Method 2g

Method 3h

Method hi

Method 5i

Method 6k

IND .162

IND .444*

IND .2n7

IND

IND

IND

379

.083

.132

.237

IND

.438

.005

IND

IND

. 179

.485*

.75o"

.6o741*

.369

. 336

.160

.504*

.748**

.439

.1L is

.723**

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this

sample.

aDiscrepancy
Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy

Factor.
cDiscrepancy

Factor.

dDiscrepancy
Factor.

Factor.

Test.

eDiscrepancy

(Discrepancy

gDiscrepancy

hDiscrepancy

1Discrepancy

iDiscrepancy

kDiscrepancy

E.< 05.

4:41.n < 01°

between Expected Ability Quotient and General

between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

Lorne- Thotndike and Stanford Achievement

WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

WISC and WRAT.

Lorge-Thorndike and WRAP.

Lorge7Thorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.
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TABLE 16

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
and the Six Objective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Random Sample

of 100 Sixth Grade Males

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure
nderaehievers

for Selecting

Re-7
Factor Factor

pe

Factor
flAa

vactor
V
F

Factor

Method 1 IND IND IND IND IND

Method 2g

h

IND 890 IND .735 IND

)"ethod 3 IND .859 1ND TN D IND

Method h IND IND IND IND IND

Method 5
j

IND IND IND IND IND

Method 6
k

IND .890 IND IND IND

Note.--IND: Indeter
sample.

aDiscrepancy
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
) Factor.

Factor.

Factor.

Factor.

Test.

c
Discrepancy

dDiserepancy

e
Discrepancy

fDiscrepancy

gDiscrepancy

hDiscrepaney.

'Discrepancy

iDiscrepaney

kDiscrepancy

p< 05
- t

.01.

urinate correlation coefficient for this

Expected Ability Quotient and General

Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor.

Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

WISC and WRAT.

Lorne-Thorndike and WRAT.

arm-Thorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between
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underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between

measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 16 will show that of the 30

intercorrelations among the five parts of the clinic proce-

dure for selecting underachievers and the six objective

methods, 26 correlation coefficients were indeterminate for

the sample under study. The other 4 correlation coefficients

were non-significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. The results reported for the .5 SD and

1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and perform-

ance showed evidence of only a few interrelationships, at

each of these levels, among the five parts of the clinic

procedure and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers. A reference to Table 2, page 73, which reports

the intercorrelations among the measures of achievement

themselves, will show that significant correlation coeffi-

cients (.001 level) were obtained between each of the factor

quotients and each of the other achievement measures. These

findings suggest that while there were relationships between

the factors scores per se and the measures of academic

achievement, there did not tend to be many relationships

between the factor discrepanag scores and the objective

methods of selecting underachievers. On the basis of these

findings, a question may be raised regarding the usefulness

of the factor discrepancy scores as methods of selecting



105

underachievers. It is possible, however, that the factor

discrepancy scores may deal with dimensions of underachieve-

ment different from those of the objective methods of

selecting underachievers.

Among the relationships observed for a.discrepancy of

.5 SD or more between aptitude and performance, a relation-

ship was found between selection of underachievers by the

Motivational Factor and Methods 2, 3, 4, and 6. A relation.

ship was found between the Psychomotor Factor and Method 3.

At a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, there was a relationship

between the selection of underachievers by the Motivational

Factor and Methods 2, 3, and 4. A relationship was also

found between the selection of underachievers by the Psycho-

motor Factor and Methods 2, 3, and 6. When a discrepancy of

1.5 SD or more was used as the criterion for selecting

underachievers, the majority of the coefficients were

indeterminate for the sample under study..

It will be noted from the preceding paragraph that a

relationship with Method 3 was found for each factor which

was related to at least one objective method of selecting

underachievers. Method 3 was based on the discrepancy

between scores obtained on the WISC and the WRAP. The five

adapted Jastak factors of the clinic procedure were based on

the discrepancy between the Expected Ability Quotient and a

factor score. It should be pointed out that both the Expected

Ability Quotient and the factor score were obtained from
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subtest scores on the WISC and the WHAT (see Chapter II,

page 62). Thus, the relationship between Method 3 and sev-

eral of the factor discrepancy scores was not surprising.

Question What Are the Interrelation-
saps, among tErnve PriTs=t1.-"Tc
Procedure and the Two Subjective Methods
of Seleasling Underachievers at Each of
Three Levels of Discrepancy between
MillnrigrarAcademic Aptitude and
Academic ormance?

Table 17 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for selecting underachievers by the clinic procedure.

It will be noted from Table 17 that all 10 of the

intercorrelations between the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the two sUbjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant

at the .05 level.

Table 18 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers and the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

aptitude and performance was used as the criterion for

selecting underachievers by the clinic procedure.
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TABLE 17

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Tinder-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance

for a Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

V R
Factor Factor Factor Factor

le
Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g

.203

I .073

.207 .039 .214 .041

.098 .052 .206 .234

aDiscrepancy between
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy

Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between
Motivational Factor.

between

between

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

f
Selection of underachievers by student judgment of.

achievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

*2<
4142

< .01.
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Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure .for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance

for a Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa Vb Re Md.

Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g

IND .468** .049 .267 .265

IND .131 .174 .311' .753**

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

f
Selection of underachievers by student judgment of

achievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

It < .05.

la< .ol.
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A reference to Table 18 will show that of the corre-

lation coefficients between the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and Method 7, three

of the coefficients were non-significant at the .05 level

and one was indeterminate for the sample under study. The

correlation coefficient between the Verbal Factor and Method

7 was significant at the .01 level.

It can also be seen from Table 18 that of the corre-

lation coefficients between the five parts of the clinic

procedure and Method 8, two of the coefficients were non-

significant at the .05 level and one was indeterminate for

the sample under study. The correlation coefficients between

Method 8 and the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors were

significant at the .05 and .01 levels, respectively.

Table 19 records the results of the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure.

A reference to Table 19 will show that seven of the

ten .correlation coefficients between the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers and the five parts of

the clinic procedure were indeterminate for the sample

f
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TABLE 19

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance

for a Random Sample of 100
Sixth Grade Males

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

NE=M1111.

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa Vb
Re md Pe

Factor Factor Factor 'Factor Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g

IND IND IND .260 IND

IND .064 IND .366 IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

fSelection of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement..

< .05.
*2 < .01.
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under study. The other three correlation coefficients were

non-significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. The results reported at all three levels

of discrepancy between aptitude and performance showed evi-

dence of only a few interrelationships among the five parts

of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers and the

two subjective methods of selecting underachievers for the

random sample of 100 sixth grade males.

For a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between academia

aptitude and performance, the findings did not show evidence

of a relationship between selection as an underachiever by

student judgment of achievement or teacher judgment of

achievement and any of the five parts of the clinic proce-

dure for selecting underachievers.

When a 1.0 SD or more discrepancy was used, there was

a relationship between selection as an underachiever by stu-

dent judgment of achievement and selection by the Verbal

Factor. There was also a relationship between selection as

an underachiever by teacher judgment of achievement and

selection by the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors.

For 1.5 SD or more discrepancy, with the majority of

the correlation coefficients indeterminate for this sample,

the data were insufficient for making meaningful general-

izations.

It will be noted from the above discussion that
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significant intercorrelations (at the .05 or .01 levels)

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the five parts of the clinic procedure occurred only at

a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between aptitude and

performance. These data indicate a relationship between

selection as an underachiever by teacher judgment of achieve-

ment and the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors. It will

be recalled from Table M. (page 100) that of seven signif-

icant correlation coefficients (.05 or .01 levels) among the

six objective methods of selecting underachievers and the

five parts of the clinic procedure, six of the significant

coefficients were between the objective methods and the

Motivational and Psychomotor Factors.

From the data referred to in the preceding paragraph,

it is suggested that selection of 'underachievers based on

the discrepancy between the Expected Ability Quotient (see

Chapter II) and the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors may

have some value as operational definitions of underachieve-

ment. Further investigation of this possibility is needed.

The non-significant correlations (.05 level) at .5 SD

discrepancy or more between academic aptitude and performance .

and the indeterminate correlations (for this sample) at 1.5

SD discrepancy or more suggest that the .5 SD and 1.5 SD

levels of discrepancy between measures of aptitude and

performance may be inappropriate for use as operational

definitions of underachievement.
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Question 8: What is the Relationship
between the T766-Heasures of delf-
15;FFFFITITot

A correlation coefficient of .657, which was signif-

icant at the .01 level, was obtained between the two measures

of self-perception, i.e., student academic self-concept and

student perception of control over environment. (Level of

discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic perform-

ance was not involved in the comparison between the two

measures of self-perception.)

Discussion. These results indicate that there was.a

relationship between student academic self-concept and

negative perception of control over environment for the

random sample of 100 sixth grade boys. That is to say, stu-

dents who agreed with or were not sure about the statement

"People like me don't have much of a chance to be successful

in life" tended to have negative academic self-concepts in

the sample under study.

uestion 9: What Are the Interrela-
t ons ps among thgNimigamra
Self-Percept on and the x Ob ea-
tive Methods of IgleTing Un er-
Talevers at 2;ch of Three-n.7;18
Zr=repancybetween-Wasures of
Academic A titiffe7170763Telalir
NiTagince

Table 20 records the results for intercorrelations

among the two measures of self-perception and the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a .5; SD
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discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers by each

of the objective methods.

It will be seen from Table 20 that of the 12 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and'

the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 11 of

the correlation coefficients were non-significant at the .05

level. The correlation coefficient between student academic

self-concept and Method 6 was significant at the .01 level.

Table 21 records the results for intercorrelations

among the two measures of self-perception and the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a 1.0 SD

discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was

used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 21 will show that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,

9 of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at

the .05 level, one was indeterminate for the sample under

study and 2 were significant at the .01 level. The two

significant coefficients were between Student Academic Self-

Concept and Method 3 and between Perception of Control over

Environment and Method 5.

Table 22 records the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the six Objective methods
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of selecting underachievers, when a 1.5 SD discrepancy or

more between aptitude and performance was used by each of

the objective methods as the criterion for selecting

underachievers.

It 'will be observed from Table 22 that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 8

of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at the

.05 level, 2 were indeterminate for the sample under study,

and 2 were significant at the .05 level. The two signif-

icant coefficients were between Student Academic Self-Concept

and selection as an underachiever by Method land between

Student Perception of Control over Environment and selection

as an underachiever by Method 1.

Discussion. The intercorrelations between student

academic self-concept (Variable A) and the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers give evidence of only

one relationship between academic self-concept and the six

Objective methods at each of the three levels of discrepancy

between academic aptitude and academic performance. When a

discrepancy of .5 SD or more was used as the criterion for

selecting underachievers, a relationship was found between

negative self - concept and selection as an underachiever by

Method 6. For a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, there was a

relationship between negative academic self-concept and



selection as an underachiever by Method 3. At the 1.5 SD

or more level of discrepancy, a relationship was found

between negative academic self-concept and selection as an

underachiever by Method 3.

The lack of relationships, for the sample under study,

between negative self-concept and academic underachievement

(operationally defined by six relative discrepancy methods

of selecting underachievers) contradicts a general trend in

the literature (see Chapter I) to report a relationship

between negative self-concept and various definitions of

academic underachievement.

Since a relationship between negative self-concept

and academic underachievement among males has been fairly

well established by various investigators (Campbell, 1966;

Fink, 1962; Shaw, Edson, & Bell, 1960; Shaw & Grubb, 1958),

the findings of the present investigation would seem to have

some implications relevant to the particular instrument used

to establish academic self-concept, i.e., the Self-Concept

Q-Sort (SCQ) . It will be recalled from Chapter II that the

SCQ is an unstandardized instrument. Scores representing

negative self-concept were obtained by a median split on the

SCQ scores obtained from the random sample of 100 males.

Thus, a possibility exists that a median split may not

discriminate, for this instrument, between students who

might have negative academic self-concepts and those who do

not.
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The data for the relationship between Negative

Perception of Control over Environment and each of the six

Objective methods of selecting underachievers showed no

relationships at the .5 SD or more level of discrepancy, one

relationship at the 1.0 SD or more level of discrepancy, and

one relationship,at the 1.5 SD or more level of discrepancy.

These findings may be taken to indicate, for the sample

under study, that students with negative perception of con-

trol over environment did not tend to be selected as under-

achievers by the six objective methods for all three levels

of discrepancy between academic aptitude and performance.

That is to say, students agreeing with or not sure about the

statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be

successful in life" were not generally selected as under-

achievers by the six objective methods of selecting .

underachievers.

Question 10: What Are the Interrela-

onTs=iii-runonaii-Me"Mo""Preagn
5e1f-Perce tion rid the Two Subjec-

TM et o s o Meal*
tridTtivrET;Wrirf

Table 23 gives the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers. (Level of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance was not involved in these

comparisons.)

It will be seen frani. Table 23 that the correlation



TABLE 23

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among
the Two Measures of Self-Perception and
the Two Subjective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers for a Random Sample of

100 Sixth Grade Males

Subjective Methods of
Measures of. Selecting Underachievers
Self-Perception

.-Variable Ac

Variable Bd

Method 7a Method 8b

/140** .092

341* .176

a
Selection of underachievers by student

judgment of achievement.

b
Selection of underachievers by teacher

judgment of achievement.

°Student academic self-concept.

d
Student perception of control over

environment.

n<
** 4( 01.
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coefficient between Variable A and Method 7 was significant

at the .01 level. There was also a significant correlation

coefficient (.05 level) between Variable B and Method 7.

The correlation coefficients between Method 8 and Variables

A and B were not significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. For the random sample of 100 male sixth

grade students, these results indicated that there was a

relationship between selection of underachievers by student

judgment of achievement and both negative academic self-

concept and negative perception of control over environment.

That is, students selecting themselves as underachievers

also tended to have negative academic self-concepts and to

have negative perception of control over environment. The

non-significant correlation coefficients (.05 level) between

Method 8 and Variables A and B suggest that students with

negative self-concepts or with negative perception of control

over environment tended not to be selected by their teachers

as underachievers.

These results give evidence that the individual

psychological characteristics of both teacher and child have

some influence on perception of scholastic underachievement.

There is a possibility that teachers may feel sorry for those

children with negative attitudes about themselves and about

their achievement and thus, may tend to feel that the aca-

demic achievement of these children is "as good as expected."
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On the other hand, it is possible that the children with

negative self-concepts or negative perception of control

over environment may expect higher performance of themselves

than their teachers expect of them. These speculations should

be subjected to systematic investigation using more fully

developed instruments to measure self-concept and perception

of control over environment.

Question ll: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Two Measures of
Self-Perception and the Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers, for Each of Three Levels
of Discrepancy between Measures of Aca-
demic Aptitude and Performance?

Table 214 summarizes the intercorrelations between the

two measw-es of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers when a discrep-

ancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers by each

of the five parts of the clinic procedure.

It will be seen from Table 24 that of .the 10 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and

the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers, 9 of the 10 correlation coefficients were non-

significant at the .05 level. A significant correlation

coefficient (at the .01 level) was obtained between Var-

able B and the Verbal Factor.

Table 25 summarizes the intercorrelations among the



TABLE 24

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two

Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of

the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

124.

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa Vb
Md.

R

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable Af

Variable Bg

.018 .227 .023 .123 .156

.131 .418** .284 .103 .113

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Motivational Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

fStudent academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.

2< .05.

'2 < .01.
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TABLE 25

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

Measures of.
Self-Perception GAa

Factor
V

Factor
R
c

Factor Factor Factor
Md Pe

Variable Af

Variable Bg

LTD

IND

53.8*:
.567** .161 .203

.518** IND .045 .079

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between
Motivational Factor.

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

f
Student academic self-concept.

gStudent perception' of control over environment.

z< .05.
41.*2 < 01.
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two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more

beiWeen aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for selecting underachievers by each of the five parts of

the clinic procedure.

It will be observed from Table 25 that of the 10

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers, 3 of the correlation coefficients were

indeterminate for the sample under study, 4 were non-

significant at the .05 level, and 3 were significant at the

.01 level. The significant coefficients were between Var-

iable B and the Verbal Factor and between Variable A and the

Verbal and Reality Factors.

Table 26 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, at a discrep-

ancy level of 1.5 SD or more.

It will be noted from Table 26 that of the 10 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and

the five parts of the clinic procedure, 7 of the correlation

coefficients were indeterminate for this sample and 3 were

non-significant at the .05 level.

A!synthesis of the preceding findings shows that when

.5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or more discrepancy between the

Expected Ability Quotient and the five parts of the clinic
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TABLE 26

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Random Sample of
100 Sixth Grade Males

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

Factor
V

Factor
R
e

Factor
Md

Factor

Pe

Factor

Variable Af

Variable Bg

IND

IND

.016

IND

IND

IND

.016

.232

IND

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between
Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between

Psychomotor Factor.

(Student academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.
.31.2.<

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

481.2 < .01.
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procedure were used as the criteria for selecting under-

achievers, the intercorrelations were predominantly non-

significant (.05 level) for a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

and predominantly indeterminate (for the sample under study)

for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more. Significant inter-

correlations (.01 level) occurred between the five-part

clinic procedure and the two measures of self-perception

when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used by the clinic

procedure as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

Discussion. The results at the 1.0 SD or more level

of discrepancy indicate that there was a relationship between

negative self-concept and selection of underachievers by the

Verbal and Reality Factors, for the random sample of 100

sixth grade males. A relationship was also obtained between

negative perception of control over environment and selection'

of underachievers by the Verbal Factor.

The lack of intercorrelations among the two measures

of self-perception and the five-part clinic procedure, when

discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.5 SD or more were used

by the clinic procedure as criteria for underachievement,

suggests that discrepancies of .5 SD and 1.5 SD between

aptitude and performance may not provide appropriate criteria

for selecting underachievers by the five -part clinic

procedure.

,r*



Analysis TI: Group of 50 Students
with IQ's below 90

Question 1: Is the Probability of
selection as an Underachiever
)Distributed across Six Objective
Methods of Selectina Underachievers,
Two Sub tElLm Methods of belecting
Underachievers, and a Five-Part Clinic
Procedure for Selecting: underachievers
at Each of Three Levels of plaaaneall
between Measures of Academic Artitude
and Performance?
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The values obtained from the Cochran's Test at discrep-

ancies between aptitude and performance of .5 SD or more,

1.0 SD or more, and 1.5 SD or more were all significant

beyond the .01 level, as is shown in Table 27.

Discussion. The findings for the group with IQ's

below 90 indicate that selection as an underachiever was not

equally probable among the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers, the two subjective methods, and the five-part

clinic procedure at all three levels of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance. The larger values for the 1.0 SD

and 1.5 SD levels of discrepancy suggest that the size of the

discrepancy between aptitude and performance may affect the

interrelationships among the nine methods of selecting

underachievers.

It will be recalled from Analysis I that the values

obtained from the Cochran's Test for the random sample of

100 students were also significant beyond the .01 level for
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TABLE 27

Values for the Cochran's Test at Three Levels of
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90

Sample
Levels of Discrepancy

.5 SD 1.0 SD 1.5 SD

Sample with IQ's
below 90 59.49" 92.39** , 179.8641*

41412 <
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all three levels of diseropancy between academic aptitude

and performance.

Quostion 2: What Are the Interrela-
tIons:tins amoncr the Six Objective

of ;:.03001ina rnaorneovr,rs
teR7576176T Three Levels of-biscrell-
ancy between Measures of Academic
Aptitude and Performan7?

Table 28 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-

lations among the six methods of selecting underachievers

when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from the intercorrelations reported

in Table 28 that correlation coefficients significant at the

.05 level were found between the following methods of select-

ing underachievers: (a) Method 1 and Method 4, (b) Method 2

and Method 6, (c) Method 4 and Method 5, and (d) Method 5 and

Method 6. Correlation coefficients significant at the .01

level were obtained between Method 2 and Method 3 and between

Method 4 and Method 1. Correlation coefficients for the

following methods were non-significant at the .05 level:

(a) Method 1 and Method 5; (b) Method 2 and Methods 4, 5;

(c) Method 3 and Methods 4, 5, 6; (d) Method 4 and Methods

2, 3, 6; (e) Method 5 and Methods 1, 2, 3, 6; and (f) Method

6 and Methods 3, 4. The correlation coefficients between

Method 1 and Methods 2, 3, and 6 were indeterminate for the

sample under study.



TABLE 28

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers

at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
Igts Below 90

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Method la

Method ib

Method 3c

Method 0
Method 5e

Method 6f

Note.--IND:
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy
Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between uasc and Stanford Achievement'

Test.

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method
2 3

IND IND .644*

.892** .145

132

Method
6

.377 IND

.179 .545*

.196 .071 .424

.719* .266

.815*

Indeterminate correlation coefficient

between Lorke7Thorndike and Stanford

°Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepanoy between Lorne -Thorndiie and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between. WISO and GPA.

*E<.05.

E <
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Tablo 29 summarizos tho findinRs for the intercorre-

lations among the six methods of selecting underachievers

when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance was used as the

criterion for selecting; underachievers.

It will be observed from Table 29 that of the 15

intercorrelations among; the six objective methods of nelect-

ing underachievers, 11 of the correlation coefficients were

indeterminate for the sample of 50 subjects with IQ's less

than 90. The other two correlation coefficients were non-

significant at the .05 level.

Table 30 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-

lations among the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between

measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 30 will show that for a discrep-

ancy level of 1.5 SD or more between aptitude and perform-

ance, all of the 15 correlation coefficients among the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers were indeter-

minate for the sample of 50 sixth grade students with IQ's

below 90.

Discussion. It will be recalled from Analysis I

(random sample of 100 students) that for all six objective

methods of selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of



Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six

Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers

at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic

Aptitude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

TABLE 29
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Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method ,Method Method Method Method

2 3 4 5 6

Method la

Method 2b

Method 3c

Method 46

Method 5e

Method 6f

IND IND IND

IND IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

.584

.857

Note.--IND:
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy
Achievement Test.

b
Discrepancy

Test,
cDiscrepancy

dDiscrepancy

e
Discrepancy

(Discrepancy

2 < OS.

**2 <

Indeterminate correlation coefficient

between Lorge,-Thorndike and Stanford

between WISC and Stanford Achievement

between

between

between

between

14

WISC and WHAT.

Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.
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TABLE 30

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Mates with
IQ's Below 90

Objective Methods
of Selecting
underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method
3

Method
2 5

Method
6

Method

Method

Method

Method

Method

Method

1
a

IND IND IND

2
b

3c

4d

58

6
f

IND

IND IND IND

IND IND

IND

IND

DID

DTD

IND

IND

Note.--IND:
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy
Achievement Test.

bDis crepancy
Test.

cDis crepancy
d
Discrepancy

e
Discrepancy

f
Discrepancy

< .05.
** < .01.

Indeterminate correlation coefficient

between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford

between WISC and S. ,anford Achievement

between WISC and WRAT.

between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

between Lorge7Thorndike and GPA.

between WISC and GPA.
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1.0 SD or more was used, there was a relationship between

two methods of selecting underachievers when both methods

used the same measures of academic aptitude. .For the sample

of 50 students with IQ's less than 90, some evidence of this

pattern of interrelationships was evident for a discrepancy

of .5 SD or more.

The results for the .5 SD level of discrepancy showed

that for the 50 students with IQ's less than 90, there was a

relationship between selection of underachievers by Method 2

and Methods 3 and 6 and between selection of underachievers

by Method 4 and Methods 1 and 5.. Thus, for these two methods

of selecting underachievers which employed standardized test

data to establish both academic aptitude and performance,

there was a relationship between methods of selecting under-

achievers when both methods used the same measure to estab-

lish academic aptitude. For discrepancies of 1.0 SD or more

and 1.5 SD or more, the majority of the correlation coeffi-

cients were unobtainable for a sample size of 50. The

increased number of indeterminate correlation coefficients

for .a sample size of 50 was not unexpected because of the

restricted range of the smaller sample size.

uestion 3.: What Is the interrela-
ons b-etween tges /Srogs subjective

Vetliocisof-7117triill trfaCeiFirdEreversy

A correlation coefficient of .256, which was non-

significant at the 05 level, was obtained between the two



subjective methods of selecting underachievers, i.e.,

student judgment of achievement and teacher judgment of

achievement. (Level of discrepancy between academic apti-

tude and academic performance was not involved in the com-

parison between the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers.)
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Discussion. These results do not give evidence of a

relationship between selection as an underachiever by stu-

dent judgment of achievement and selection as an under-

achiever by teacher judgment of achievement, for the sample

of 50 students with IQ's below 90. It will be recalled from

Analysis I that there was a relationship between the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers for the

random sample of 100 students. It is possible that students

with low IQ's who feel that in comparison with their poten-

tial, their school achievement is "not as good as expected"

may expect of themselves higher academic performance than

their teachers expect of them. It is also possible that the

relationship was found between the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers for the sample of Analysis I, but

not for the sample of Analysis II, because of the restricted

range of the sample size of 50 used in Analysis II.

Question 4: What Are the Interrela-
tionshi among, the Two Subjective

"'"T".."""Letods of Lelectinz Underachievers
7171=grix=Me-__e__;_ve,--73717_37.7=--



Selecting Underachievers, for Each
of Three Levels OTTIZTApancy
beti7a7Neasures of Academic 4211r
FOrliierragin PeiliagiTeme

Table 31 records the results for the intercorrelatione

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers

for a .5 SD discrepancy or more between academic aptitude

and academic performance.

A reference to Table 31 will show that, of the six

correlation coefficients between Method 7 and the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, five of the coeffi-

cients were non-significant (.05 level). A significant

correlation coefficient (.05 level) was obtained between

Method 7 and Method 3. Of the six correlation coefficients

reported in Table 31 between Method 8 and the objective

methods of selecting underachievers, four coefficients were

non-significant (.05 level) and two were indeterminate for

the sample under study.

The results for the intercorrelations among the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the six

objective methods, at 1.0 SD discrepancy or more between

aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 32.

It will be noted from Table 32 that, of the correla-

tion coefficients between Method 7 and each of the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers, three coeffi-

cients were indeterminate for the sample under study and two



TABLE 31

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachiever's at .5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

Sub. jective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Methode Methodd Methode Method(
1 2 3 U. 5 6

Method 7g

MethOd .8h

.565

IND

.589*

.354

.349

.131

.069 .379

IND

..079

.234

Note. IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between torge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

*Discrepancy between WISC and tPAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

**.
n4(.01.



TABLE 32

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
/Ws Below 90

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method
a Method

b
Methodc Method

d
Methods Method(

1 2 3 4 5 6

Method 7g

Method 8h

.379 IND .589* IND IND .219

IND IND .565* .033 IND .251

411114
Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge7Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

*Discrepancy between WISC and WHAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorne-Thorndike and WRAP.

eDiscrepancy between loal-Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

E< 05
*2

.01.
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were non-significant at the .05 level. The correlation coef-

ficient between Method 7 and Method 3 was significant at the

.05 level. Of the correlation coefficients reported betweeh

method 8 and the objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, three were indeterminate for the sample under

study, two were non-sirmificnnt at the .0 level. The corre-

lation coefficient between Method 8 and Method 3 was signif-

icant at the .05 level.

Table 33 records the results for the Antercorrelations

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD

or more was used by each of the objective methods as the

criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be observed from Table 33 that for a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more, five of the coefficients between

Method 7 and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers were indeterminate for this sample and one coeffi-

cient was non-significant at the .05 level. All of the

correlation coefficients between Method 8 and Methods 1

through 6 were indeterminate for the sample under study.

Discussion. The results presented in the preceding

paragraphs show evidence of the following interrelationships

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods for the sample of 50 sixth

grade boys with IQ's below 90:

1. When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between



TABLE 33

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Below 90

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Methodc Methodd Methode Methodf
1 2 3 4 5 6

Method 7g

Method 8
h

IND IND IND IND IND .o66

IND IND IND IND IND IND

Note. - -IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

b
Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

°Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorne -Thorndike and WRAT.

e
Discrepancy between Lorge7Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

< .05.
ina

01.
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academic aptitude and academic performance was used as the

criterion for selection as an underachiver, the findings

indicated a relationship between selection as an under-

achiever by student judgment of achievement and only one of

the six objective methods of selecti.nr underachievers

(Method 2). With two of the corrolation coefficients indeter-

minate for this sample, the findings did not indicate a rela-

tionship between selection as an underachiever by teacher

judgment of achievement and the other three objective methods

of selecting underachievers.

2. For a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, a relation-

ship was found between selection as an underachiever by stu-

dent judgment of achievement and Method 3 and also between

selection as an underachever by teacher judgment of achieve-

ment and Method 3. Several of the correlation coefficients

were indeterminate for this sample at the 1.0 SD level of

discrepancy between academic aptitude and performance.

3. When a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more was used,

all but one of the 12 intercorrelations among the subjective

and objective methods of selecting underachievers were

indeterminate for the sample under study.

Comparison of the interrelationships among the subjec-

tive and the objective methods of selecting underachievers

at each level of discrepancy is not feasible because of the

large number of unobtainable correlation coefficients at the

1.0 SD and the 1.5 SD levels. It was observed, however, for



the sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90, that students

whose academic performance was only slightly (.5 SD) below

their academic potential (as indicated by the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers) tended not to select

themselves as underachievers or to be selected as under-

achievers by their teachers.

Question d5,: What Are the Interrela-
tionships am(57776771ve Pars of
Difrde Piloceaure-Talu-smarrig Mier-
WEEIgVers, for each of Three Lors
of Discrepancy between T7a1frrr
academic AptitarligraMTUr
WITTEGince?

Table 34 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between the

Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (see Chapter

II, page 63) was used as the criterion for underachievement.

A reference to Table 34 will show that of the 10

correlation coefficients obtained, two were significant at

the .05 level and eight were non-significant at the .05

level.

Table 35 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a 1.0 SD discrepancy or more between the

Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (see Chapter

II, page 63) was used as the criterion for underachievement.

A reference to Table 35 will show that of the 10
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TABLE 34

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of

50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

The Clinic Procedure
The Clinic
Procedure V R M I'

Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factora -)441" .8112" .139 .280

V Factor
b

.266 .098 .409

R Factorc .409 .186

M Factord .294

P Factore

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor.

d
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor.

E;: .05.

< Olo
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TAME 35

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of

50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

The Clinic
Procedure

146

V
Factor

The Clinic Procedure

R
Factor

M
Factor

P
Factor

GA Factora

V

R

P

and

and

and

and

and

Factor
b

Factors

Factor
d

Factor
e

524 715*
.119

.266

.676*

.266

645

.022

6645

.785

'Discrepancy
General Ability

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between
'Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between
Psychomotor Factor.

z< .05.

between
Factor.

between

between

p<.01.

Expected

Expected

Expected

Expected

Expected

Ability

Ability

Ability

Ability

Ability

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient



1)7

correlation coefficients obtained, two were sig,nificant at

the .05 level and eight were non-significant at the .05

level.

Table 36 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a 1.5 SD discrepancy or more between the

Expected Ability quotient and each factor score was used as

the criterion for underachievement.

It will be noted from Table 36 that, using a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more botwlon riptItildn porfrolmance, all

10 of the intercorrelations among the five parts of the

clinic procedure were unobtainable for the sample of 50

sixth grade boys with IQ's below 90.

Discussion. The intercorrelations reported in Tables

30 and 31 indicate that there were interrelationships among

the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers at the .5 SD and the 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy

for the sample under study. By comparing the data from

Tables 11 and 12 (pages 9L and 96) and Tables 3L. and 35, it

will be seen that there were more interrelationships among

the five parts of the clinic procedure for the random sample

of 100 students than for the sample of 50 students with

IQ's below 90. These findings would not be unexpected

because of the restricted range of the sample of 0 as com-

pared to the sample of 100.
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TABLE 36

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude
and Performance for a Sample of

50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Below 90

The Clinic
Procedure

The Clinic Procedure

V
Factor

R
Factor Factor Factor

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factor°

M Factord

P Factore

IND IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

Note. - -IND: Interdeminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,.

a
Discrepancy between Expected

General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy between Expected

Verbal Factor.

and

and

and

and

c
Discrepancy between Expected

Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected
Motivational Factor.

Ability Quotient

Ability Quotient

Ability Quotient

Ability Quotient

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor.

E< .05.

E<.01..01.
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0,uestion 6: What Are the Interrela-
tionships amonrP the Pars of
the Clinic Procedure for Selectincr
Underachievers and the Six ohlective
Methods of §IE7fectimT, Underachievers
at each of Three Levels ofbiscru-
ancv between Measures of Academic
Antitude and Academic Performance?

Table 37 summarizes the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD discrepancy or more

between academic aptitude and academic performance was used

as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 37 will show that of the 30

correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers, 1 was significant at

the .05 level, 2 were significant at the .01 level, 4 were

indeterminate for the sample under study, and 23 were non-

significant at the .05 level. The correlation coefficients

between the Motivational Factor and Method 2 was significant

at the .05 level. The correlation coefficients between the

Motivational Factor and Methods 3 and 4 were significant at

the .01 level.

Table 38 summarizes the results for the intercorre-

lations among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the six objective methods of
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TABLE 37

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
and the Six Objective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic

Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Below 90

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

Factor
V

Factor
R
c

Factor
Tel

Factor
Pe

Factor

Method 1
f

Method 2g

Method 3
h

Method 4
i

Method 5J

Method 6k

.539

.158

.185

IND

,085

.036

.236

.113

IND

.234

IND

.671

.118

.473

IND

.040

.027

.450*

.606"

.666**

.315

365

.027

,029

.113

.091

315

.293

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample.

aDiscrepancy
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Factor.

cDiscrepancy
Factor.

dDiscrepancy
Factor.

Factor.

Test.

eDiscrepancy

(Discrepancy

gDiscrepancy

hDiscrepancy

iDiscrepancy

iDiscrepancy

kDiscrepancy

< 05.

E<

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

Expected

Expected

Expected

Expected

Expected

Ability Quotient and General

Ability Quotient and Verbal

Ability Quotient and Reality

Ability Quotient and Motivational

Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

Lorge7Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

WISC and Stanford AchieveMent

WISC and WHAT.

Lorge- Thorndike and WHAT.

LvierThorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.
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'TABLE 38

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
and the Six Objective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Petween Academic

Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Below 90

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa
Factor

vb

Factor
Re

Factor
Nd

Factor

Method 1f

Method 2g

Method 3h

Method 4i

Method 5J

Method 6k

IND .239

IND IND

.355 IND

.7147 .607

IND IND

.584 .392

IND

IND

IND

.747

IND

.882*

.377

IND

.645

IND

IND

.849*

Pe
Factor

.311

IND

.266

.698

IND

.515

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample

a
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General

Ability Factor.

Factor.

Factor.

Factor.

Factor.

Test.

b
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

d
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

(Discrepancy between LorRe7Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

gDiderepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

iDiscrepancy between Lorm-Thorndike and WHAT.

JDiscrepancy between Lore-Thorndike and GPA.

kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

P<
4n .01.
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selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or

more was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from Table 38 that of the 30 inter-

correlations among the five parts of the clinic procedure

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,

15 of the correlation coefficients were indeterminate for the

sample under study, 13 were non-significant at the .05 level,

and 2 were significant at the .05 level. The two significant

correlation coefficients were between the Reality Factor and

Method 6 and between the Motivational Factor and Method 6.

Table 39 summarizes the results for the intercorre-

lations among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 39 will show that all 30 of the

correlation coefficients between the five-part clinic proce-

dure and the objective methods of selecting underachievers

were indeterminate for the sample of 50 students with IQ's

below 90.

Discussion. For the sample of 50 students with IQ's

below 90, the results reported at all three levels of dis-

crepancy between academic aptitude and academic performance

show evidence of only a few interrelationships at each level

of discrepancy among the five parts of the clinic procedure
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TABLE 39

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
and the Six Objective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers at l.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic

Aptitude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Relow 90

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA°
Factor

V
Factor

Re
Factor

md

Factor

pe

Factor

Method 1f IND IND IND IND IND

Method 2g IND IND IND IND IND

Method 3h IND IND IND IND IND

Method 4i IND IND IND IND IND

Method 0 IND IND IND IND IND

Method 6k IND IND IND IND IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample.

a
Diacrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General

Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factor.

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality
Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational
Factor.

Factor.

Taal.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

(Discrepancy between Lorge- Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

gDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

hDiscrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

iDiscrepancy between Lore- Thorndike and WRAP.

iDiscrepancy between Ism-ThOrndike and CPA.

kDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

*E<05.

11411)< .01.
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and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers.

When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between academic apti-

tude and performance was used as the criterion for under-

achievement, a relationship was found between selection as

an underachiever by the Motivational Factor and selection by

three of the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers (Methods 2, 3, and 4). At the 1.0 SD level of

discrepancy, there was a relationship between selection as

an underachiever by the Motivational Factor and one of the

objective methods of selecting underachievers (Method 6). A

relationship was also found between selection as an under-

achiever by the Reality Factor and Method 6. When a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more was used as the criterion for

selecting underachievers, all of the correlation coefficients

were indeterminate for the sample under study.

On the basis of data obtained on a random sample of

100 sixth grade students, a question was raised in Analysis

I (pages 89 and 91) as to whether the clinic procedure, as a

whole, was a useful means of selecting underachievers. It

was also pointed out that the adapted Jastak factors may deal

with dimensions of underachievement different from the objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers.

The lack of interrelationships between selection of

underachievers by the clinic procedure and selection by the

objective methods of selecting underachievers, noted in

Analysis II for the sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90,

likewise raises questions regarding the usefulness of the



155

clinic procedure of seloetin underachovers. It is also

possible that the adapted Jastak factors and the objective

methods of selecting underachievers may deal with different

aspects of underachievement.

It will be noted parenthetl,cally that; in the samples

of both Analysis I and Analysis II, the Motivational Factor

was relntod to at least one of tho objective methods of

selectinp: underachievers at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD levels of

discrepancy.

Question 7: What Are the Interrela-
tionshirs among the Five Parts of ale
Clinic Procedure and the Two Subjective
117TEM of Selectinp Underachievers,
for Each of Three Levels of Discxlaa-
ancv between Measures of Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance?

Table 40 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers and the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between

aptitude and performance was used as the criterion for

selecting underachievers by the clinic procedure.

It will be noted from Table 40 that 9 of the 10 corre.

lation coefficients between the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant at

the .05 level, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more was used

as the criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure.
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TABLE 40

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance
for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade

Males with IQts Below 90

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa Vb
Factor Factor

Re Md. pe

Factor Factor Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g
asr

.36o

.657

.376* .086 .372 .052

.185 .617 .046 .242

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

between Expected Ability 'Quotient and

between Expected Ability Quotient and

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

fSelection of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

2, .05.
**<

.01.



Table 11 recorrls thri result; for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or

more between aptitude and performRnce was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure.

It will he observed from Table 11 that all 10 of the

correlation coefficients between the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers were non-strnificnnt at

the .05 level.

Table 42 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more was used by the clinic procedure as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 42 will show that eight of the

ten correlation coefficients between the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers and the five parts of

the clinic procedure were indeterminate for the sample under

study. The other two correlation coefficients were non-

significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. The large number of non-significant



TABLE 41

Tetradhorie Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance
for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade

Males with IQ's Below 90

158

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

V R
c

MI P
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g

.106 .07S .106 .364 .071'

.S13 .694 .141 .266 .332

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

fSelection of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

.

E< .01.
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TOTE );2

Totrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance
for a Sample of 0 Sixth Grade

Males with IQ's Below 901Mm0
Subjective
Methods of

.wliwwwew..IwmI...r=NOliwNIO.iI

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

Selecting
Underachievers GA a

Factor Factor
V

Method 7f

Method 8g

11W

IND

IS111=111111

Re
Factor

=1104111

Md
Factor

Pe
Factor

IND IND .3113 IND

IND 17D .251 IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy

Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

f
Se ection of underachievers by student judgment of

achievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

n< .05.

-;-:2.<
.01.

between Expected Ability Quotient and

between Expected Ability Quotient and
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intercorrelations among the five parts of the clinic proce-

dure for selecting underachievers and the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers, for the sample of 50

students with Nts below 90, denote a striking lack of

interrelationships among these definitions of underachieve-

ment at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance. For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD qr

more, with the majority of correlation coefficients indeter-

minate, the data were insufficient for drawing meaningful

generalizations. Thus, for the) sample of 50 sixth grade

boys' with IQ's below 90, selection as an underachiever by

the five parts of the clinic procedure did not appear to be

related to selection as an underachiever by student judgment

of achievement or teacher judgment of achievement for the .5

SD or 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude

and performance.

uestion 8: What Is the Relationship
etween the Two Measures of Self-

NIFE;BITEr

A correlation coefficient of .836 (significant at the

A01 level) was obtained between the two measures of self-

perception, i.e., student academic self-concept and student

perception of control over environment. (Level of discrep-

ancy between academic aptitude and academic performance was

not involved in the comparison between the two measures of

self-perception.)
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Discussion. These results indicate that, there was a

relationship between student academic self-concept and

negative perception of control over environment for the

sample of 50 sixth. grade boys with IQ's below 90. That is

to say, students who agreed with or were not sure about the

statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be

successful in life" tended. to have negative academic self-

concepts in the sample under study. It will he recalled

from Analysis I that a relationship was found between the

two measures of self-perception for the random sample of

100 students.

Question 9: What Are the Interrela-
tionships amprEL the Two Measures of
Self-perception and the Six Objec-
t ve of ggiectin7 Under-
achievers at Each of Three Levels
of Discrepancy,: between Measures of
Academic Aptitude and Academic
Performance?

Table L3 records the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD discrepancy or more

between aptitude and performance was used by each of the

objective methods as the criterion for selecting under-

achievers.

It will be seen from Table 43 that of the 12 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and

the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 9 of

the correlation coefficients were non-significant at the .05
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level and 2 were indeterminate for the sample under study.

The correlation coefficient between Variable B and Method 6

was significant at the .05 level.

Table 44 records the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a 1.0 SD discrepancy or more

between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for selecting underachievers by each of the objective methods.

A reference to Table 44 will show that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 8

of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at the

.05 level and 4 were indeterminate for the sample under

study.

Table 45 records the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers when a. discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more was used by each of the objective methods as the

criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be observed from Table 45 that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six objective Methods of selecting underachievers,

10 of the correlation coefficients were indeterminate for

this sample and 2 were non-significant at the .05 level.
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Discussion. Summarizing the data from Tables I3, 44,

and 45, it will be seen that all of the correlation coeffi-

cients between the measures of self-perception and the

objective methods of selecting underachievers were either

non-significant (.05 level) or indeterminate (for the sample

under study) at all three levels of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance for the objective methods. These

data do not show evidence of a relationship between negative

self-concept and academic underachievement (operationally

defined by six relative discrepancy methods of selecting

underachievers) for the sample of 50 sixth grade boys with

IQ's below 90. A reference to the data for Question 9,

Analysis I (pages 113-118) will show a similar lack of

relationships between negative self-concept and the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers for the random

sample of 100 students as well. It was pointed out in the

discussion of Question 9, Analysis I (page 118) that the

findings of the present investigation may have been influ-

enced by the manner in which scores representing negative

self-concept were obtained.

The data for the relationship between Negative

Perception of Control over Environment and each of the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers showed only

one significant relationship at the .5 SD level of discrep-

ancy and none at the 1.0 SD level of discrepancy. The data

at the 1.0 SD and 1.5 SD levels of discrepancy, with the
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majority of the correlation coefficients indeterminate for

the sample under study, were insufficient for drawing mean-

ingful generalizations. On the whole, these findings may

be taken to indicate for the sample of 50 boys with IQ's

below 90 that, students with negative perception of control

over environment did not tend to be selected as under-

achievers by the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers. That is to say, students agreeing with or not

sure about the statement "People like me don't have much of

a chance to be successful in `life" were not generally

selected as underachievers by the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers.

uestion 10: What Are the Interrela-
ons ps amorgrEe"Tricifficas

Self-Perce tion and.the Two tubSec
ethos o NienIng, Under-,

WESIeVenr

Table 46 gives the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self- perception and the two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers. (Level of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance was not involved in these

comparisons.)

It will be seen from Table 46 that none of the corre-

lation coefficients between the two measures of self-

perception and the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers were significant at the .05 level.
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TABLE I6

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among
the Two Measures of Self-Perception and
the Two Subjective Methods of Selecting

Underachievers for a Sample of
50 Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Below 90

Measures of
Self-Perception

Variable Ac

Variable Bd

11.1.111MIIMIlm,

Subjective Methods of
Selecting Underachievers

Method 7a Method 8b

. 198

. 324

.098

.366

aSelection of underachievers
judgment of achievement.

bSelection of underachievers
judgment of achievement.

cStudent academic self-concept.

by student

by teacher

dStudent perception of control over.
environment.

*2 < OS.

4441i 4c .01.
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Discussion. For .the sample of 50 sixth grade boys

with IQ's below 90, the data do not give evidence of inter-

relationships among the two measures of self-perception and

the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers.

The non-significant correlation, coefficients (.05

level) between Variable A and Methods 7 and 8 suggest that

students with negative self-concepts did not tend to select

themselves as underadhievers or to be selected by their

teachers as underachievers. The non-significant correlation

coefficients (.05 level) between Variable B and Methods 7

and 8 indicate that students with negative perception of

control over environment also did not tend to select them-

selves as underachievers nor to be selected by their

teachers as underachievers.

In comparing these data:with that of Analysis I, it

will be noted that a relationship was found between Variable

A and Method 7 for the random.,.sample of 100. This relation-

ship was not supported by the findings of Analysis II (the

sample of 50 students with IQ's 'below 90).

Question 11: What Are the Interrela-
Traird7s among the7WO7Wasures of
nelf-Perception and the Five Parts
FrThe Clinic PriTgaure.for Selet-
=nr=iever7711rMcnir
Thfie Levels oftiserepan7Ween
Academic Aptitude and Performance?

Table 47 summarizes the intercorrelations between the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the
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TABLE 47

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa Vb Re Md
pe

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable Af

Variable Bg

.153

.276

.463* .326 .371

.214.6 .173 .198

.020

.484

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy

Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between. Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

between Expected Ability Quotient and

cDiscrepancy between EXpected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

Student academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.

< .05.

2< .01.
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clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a discrep-

ancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers by each

of the five parts of the clinip procedure.

It will be seen from Table 47 that of the 10 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and

the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers, 9 of the 10 correlation coefficients were non-

significant at the .05 letel. A significant correlation

coefficient (at the .05 level) was obtained between Variable

A and the Verbal Factors

Table 48 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure, when:a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more

between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for selecting underachievers by each of the five parts of

the clinic procedure.

It will be Observed from Table 48 that of the 10

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the five parts Of:ttie 'clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers, 2 of-the- dorrelation coefficients were

indeterminate for thetsaMple under study, 6 were non-

significant at the 'level, and '2 were significant at the

.05 level. The signifigant correlation coefficients were

between Variable A and *Selection of underachievers by the
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TABLE 48

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers1

GAa Vb R0 Md pe

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable Af

Variable Bg

IND

IND

.491* .475 .358 .027

.409 .106 .565* .233

Note. - -IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

fStudent academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.

between

between

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

** < 01.

I. V
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Verbal Factor and bettlieen, Variable B and selection of under-

achievers by the MotiVational Factor.
,

Table 49 sumMariZei the intercorrelations among the

two measures of selfi;p0;ception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure at a discrepancy level of 1.5 SD.

It will be note4 from Table 49 that all 10 of the

correlation coefficients among the two measures of self-

perception and the five parts of the clinic procedure were

indeterminate, for the sample under study, at a discrepancy

level of 1.5 SD.

A synthesis of the preceding findings shows that when

a discrepancy of .5 SD or more or a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more between the Expected Ability Quotient and the five

parts of the clinic procedure was used as the criterion for

selecting underadhievers, the intercorrelations among the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure were, predominantly non-significant (.05

level) for the .5 SD level and indeterminate for the sample

under study for the 245 SD level: Two significant correla-

tion coefficients .(405:level) 'occurred, however, for a

discrepancy of 1.0 SD;or more between academic aptitude and

performance.

Discussion. The results at the 1.0 SD level of

discrepancy indicate that there was a relationship between

negative self-concept and selection of underachievers by the
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TABLE 49

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at lo5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Below 90

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

V R
c

Md Pe

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable Af

Variable Bg

IND IND IND IND IND

IND DID IND IND IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample,

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between. Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

f
Student academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over environment.

11..054)

2 C.01.
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Verbal Factor, for the sample of 50 sixth grade boys with

IQ's below 90. A relationship was also noted between

negative perception of control over environment and the

selection of underachievers by the Motivational Factor.

The lack of intercorrelations among the two measures

of self-perception and the fiye-part clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers, when discrepancies of .5 SD or

more and 1.0 SD or more were used by the clinic procedure

as criteria for underachievement, suggests that the .5 SD

.and 1.5 SD discrepancy levels may not provide appropriate

criteria for selecting underachievers by the clinic procedure.

Analysis III: Group of 50 Students with
IQ's from 90 through 110

Question 1: Is the :Probability of
Selection an VEUeradhiever. Equally
bistributed aEiioMMoject.ssive
Methods of S=TinrNaerachievers,
Two Sub ective.Methods of Selecting
Underachievers,, and ivaTe-Part Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at lach ornilee.Levels of Dfscre anc
between Was7iFeEFF-Mdriic p u e,
711737M.FeaTiallrelr

The values obtained from the Cochran's Test at discrep-

ancies of .5 SD or more.,: 1.0 890::,or more, and 1.5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance were all significant beyond

the .01 level, as is :shoWn in: Table 50.

Discussion. .These data indicate that selection as an
,

underachiever was 116.64Tiall*:prdbable among the six objective



TABLE 50

Values for the Cochran's Test at Three Levels of
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and
Performance for Sample of 50 Sixth Grade

Males with IQ's from 90 Through 110

Levels of Discrepancy

.5 SD 1 . 0 SD 1.5 SD

Sample with IQ's
from 90
through 110 29.89** 67.23** 147.01"

< .01.

176
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methods of selecting underachievers, the two subjective

methods, and the five-part clinic procedure for the group of

50 students with IQ's from 90 through 110, at all three levels

of discrepancy between aptitude and performance. The larger

values of the 1.0 SD and 1.5 SD discrepancy levels suggest

that the size of the discrepancy between aptitude and

performance may affect the interrelationships among the nine

methods of selecting underachievers. It will be recalled

from Analyses I and II that the values obtained from the

Cochran's Test were also significant beyond the .01 level

for all three levels of discrepancy for the random sample of

100 students and the sample of 50 students with IQls

below 90.

Question 2: What Are the Interrela-
tionshipsamong thirffiThiec.,"
Methods of Select ii Underadhievers
for Each of Three Levels of -Discre
anciTeTweTrifirliuMMTICsa
ximfaTimas niTEFREIE!"

Table 51 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-

lations among the six methods of selecting underachievers

when a discrepancy. of .5.8310 or more between measures of aca-

demic aptitude and academic performance was used as the

criterion for selectirig Underachievers.

It will be notedom the intercorrelations reported

in Table 51 that correlation coefficients significant at the

.01 level were found between the following methods of select-

ing underachievers: (a) Method 1 and Methods 4, 5, 6; (b)

Method 2 and Method 60 y Method 3 and Method 4; (d) Method
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TABLE 51

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers

at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample of 50

Sixth Grade Males with IQ's
from 90. Through 110

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method Method
2 3 4. 5 6

Method la

Method 2
b

Method 3°

5°

6
f

Method

Method

Method

.271 .018 .645** .631

.523 .056 .185 .604**

.699** .124 .465

.59?* .189
.780**

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford

Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement
Teat.

cDiscrepancy

dDiscrepancy

aDiscrepancy

(Discrepancy

< 05.

<,.1. 01.

between WISC and WRAT.

between torge,-Thorndike and WRAT.

between Lorne-Thorndike and GPA.

between WISC and GPA.
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4 and Methods 1, 3,:5; JO Method 5 and Methods 1, 4, 6; and

(f) Method 6 and MethodO, 20 5. Correlation coefficients

for the following methods were non-significant at the .05

level: (a) Method 1 and Methods 2, 3; (b) Method 2 and

Methods 1, 3, 4, 5; (c) Method 3 and Methods 1, 2, 5, 6;

(d) Method 4 and Methods2, 6; (e) Method 5 and Methods 2,

3; and (f) Method 6 and Methods 3, 4.

Table 52 summarizes the ,findings for the intercorre-

lations among the six methods of selecting underachievers

when a discrepancy of; 1.0 SD or more between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance was used as the

criterion for selecting uneieraohievers.

It will be seen from Table 52 that of the 15 inter-

correlations among the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers, 6 of the.correlation coefficients were

indeterminate, 14. correlation.coefficients were non-

significant at the i0g level, 14. coefficients were signif-

icant at the .05 level, and 1 coefficient was significant at

the .01 level. The correlation 'coefficients significant at

the .05 level were between Methods 2 and 3, Methods 1 and 5,

and Methods 3 and 6: !MIA correlation coefficient significant

at the .01 level. wad betWeenMethod 2 and Method 6.

Table 53 summarizes thefindings for the intercorre-

lations among the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a discrepancy.of 1.5 SD or more between
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TABLE 52

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-

tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's

from 90 Through 110

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method Method
2 3 4 5 6

Method la

Method 2
b

Method 3°

Method 0
Method ?)

Method 6
f

.278 451 IND .664* IND

.688* IND IND .824**

.123 .286 .688*

.918* IND

IND

Note. - -IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
.Achievement Test.

Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement

c
Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between arel-Thorndike and WRAT.

&Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISO and GPA.

1L4c.05.

2 < 01.
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TABIE'53

Tetrachoric Correlation. Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance' for a Sample of 50

Sixth Grade Males with Igls
from 90'Through 110

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method
2 3 4 5

Method

Method 1a

Method 2b

Method 3'

Method 4d

Method Se

Method 6f

IND IND IND IND

IND IND IND

IND IND

IND

IND

.956*

IND

IND

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficients
for this sample.

aDiscrepanerbeitween Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement
Test.

°Discrepancy, betWeen

dDiscrepancy 'between

eDiscrepancy! betWeen.

fDiscrepancy.'beiween
.

*It<c05*

2<.01.

WISC and WRAT.

Lorge,-Thorndike and WRAT.

LOrge-Thorndike and GPA.

WOO and GPA.
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aptitude and performance was used as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 53 will show that for a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more between academic aptitude and perform-

ance, 14 of the 15 correlation coefficients among the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers were indeter-

minate and one was significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. It will be recalled from Analysis I

(random sample of 100 sixth grade males) that for all six

Objective methods of selecting underachievers, when a discrep-

ancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, there was a relationship

between two methods of selecting underachievers when both

methods used the same measure of academic aptitude. For a

discrepancy of .5 SD or more, there was a relationship

between two methods of selecting underachievers when both

methods used either the same measure of academic aptitude or

the same measure of academic performance. Some evidence of

these patterns was also evident for the sample of 50 sixth

grade males with IQ's from 90 through 110.

The results for a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance showed that for the 50

students with IQ's from 90 through 110, there was a relation-

ship between selection of underachievers by Method 4 and

Methods 1, 3, 5 and between selection, of underachievers by

Method 5 and Methods 1, 4, 6. Thus, with reference to
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Methods 4 and 5, 'relationships between these methods and

each of the other six methods occurred when two methods

employed either the same measure of academic aptitude or the

same measure of academic performance.

The results for a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more for

this sample showed that there was a relationship between

selection of underachievers by Method 2 and Methods 3, 6,

between .selection of underachievers by Method 3 and Methods

2, 6, between selection of underachievers by Method 6 and

Methods 2, 3, and between selection of underachievers by

Method 5 and Methods 1, 4. Thus, for the methods in ques-

tion, a relationship occurred when two methods employed the

same measure of academic aptitude.

The findings for the 1.5 SD level of discrepancy, with

all but one of the intercorrelations unobtainable for this

sample, suggest that.a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more is too

large to permit comparisons among these methods of selecting

underachievers in a sample of 50 subjects.

Question What Is the Interrela-
TICIIMIF between the TIOMEWCTIVe
Methods orreliTaing, Underachievers?

A correlation coefficient of .105, which was non-

significant at the .05 level, was obtained between the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers, i.e., student

judgment of achievement and teacher judgment of achievement.

(Level of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic
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performance was not involved in the comparison between the

two subjective methods.of selecting underachievers.)

Discussion. These results do not give evidence of a

relationship between selection as an underachiever by student

judgment of achievement and selection as an underachiever by

teacher judgment of achievement for the sample of 50 sixth

grade boys with IQ's from 90 through 110. It will be recalled

from Analyses I and II that there was a relationship between

the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers for

the random sample of 100 students, but not for the sample of

50 students with IQ's below '90. It is possible that students

with low or average IQ's, who feel that in comparison with

their potential, their school achievement is "not as good as

expected," may expect of themselves higher academic perform-

once than their teachers expect of them. It is also` possible

that a relationship was found between the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers for the sample of Anal-
.

ysis I but not for the samples of Analyses II and III

because of the restricted range of the sample size of 50

used in Analyses II .and

uestion 4,,T. What Are the Interrela-
tions s amortEhTlrw"FTubjective
et o s of SelecrriVrEderachievers

and the Six ob ject ve,.Methods for
Mime !Me Level's aBriaepancy.
between IETEreriirAcademic Aptitude
and Performance

'Table 54 reeOrdi the results for the interoorrelations



TABLE 54

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at .5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with IQ's

ftam 90 Through 110

Subjectilie

116#10.P.
Selecting'
UnderachiOvers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Methods Methodd Method° Method(
1 2 3 4 5 6

Method 7g

Method,8h

.029 .209 .113. .113 .209 . .089

.165 .166 .363 .253 .416* .372

°Discrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

°Discrepancy between WISC and WHAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.
hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.
*p< .05.

*iip< .01.
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among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods when a discrepancy of .5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance was used by each of

the objective methods as a criterion for selecting

underachievers.

A reference to Table 54 will show that all six of the

correlation coefficients between Method 7 and the objective

methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant at

the .05 level. Of the six correlation coefficients between

Method 8 and the objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, five of the coefficients were non-significant at

the .05 level. A correlation coefficient significant at the

.05 level was obtained between Method 8 and Method 5.

The results for the intercorrelations among the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the six

Objective methods, at 1.0 SD discrepancy or more between

aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 55.

It will be noted from Table 55 that all of the corre-

lation coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 1 through 6

were non-significant at the .05 level. Of the six correla-

tion coefficients between Method 8 and the objective methods

of selecting underachievers, one was significant at the .01

level, four were non-significant at the .05 level, and one

was indeterminate for the sample under study.

Table 56 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers



TABLE 55

TetrErhoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

.
of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performame for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with IQ's

from 90 Through 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method
a

Method
b

Methods Method
d

Method
e

Method
1 2 3 4 5 6

Method 7g

Method 8
h

..-

,,209 .227 .000 .172 .432 .227

.033 .058 .639 IND .058

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between arse-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Ac. hievement Test.

Discrepancy between WISC and WHAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and WHAT.

eDiscrepanci. between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievemeht.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

!4C.05.

.01.



Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Method 7g

Method 8h

TABIE 56

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample
of 50 Sixth Grade Males with IQ's

from 90 Through 110

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method
a

Method
b

Method
c

Method
d

Methods Method
1 2 3 4 5 6

.286 IND IND IND IND IND

.379 .343 IND IND IND .219

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorne,-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

°Discrepancy between WISC and WRAP.

dDiscropancy between Lorge7Thorndike and WRAT.
e
Discrepancy between LorRe-Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.
h
Selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

2.< .05.
48$1,

. 01.

Mb
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and the six objective methods, when 1.5 SD discrepancy or

more between aptitude and performance was used by each of

the objective methods as the Criterion for selecting

underachievers.

It will be noted from Table 56 that five of the

correlation coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 1

through 6 were indeterminate for this sample and one was

non-significant at the .05 level. Of the six correlation

coefficients between. Method 8 and Methods 1 through 6, three

were indeterminate for the sample under study and three were

non-significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. The results recorded in Tables 54 and 55

show evidence of a striking lack of interrelationships among

the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers and

the six Objective methods for the sample of 50 sixth grade

males with I(19s from 90 through 110. The data for a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more, with the majority of the correlation

coefficients unobtainable, were insufficient for drawing

meaningful generalizations.

For this sample, the data did not indicate, a relation-

ship between selection :: of underachievers by student judgment

of achievement and any of the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers ..for discrepancies of .5 SD or 1.0

SD between aptitude and performance. A relationship between

selection of underaChievers by teacher judgment of
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achievement and Method 5 was observed for a discrepancy of

.5 SD or more, and between selection of underachievers by

teacher judgment of achievement and Method 3 for a discrep-

ancy of 1.0 SD or more.

A question was raised in Analysis I (random sample of

100 sixth grade males) regarding the criterion by which stu-

dents and teachers selected underachievers in the present

investigation. The lack of interrelationships between the

two subjective methods and the six objective methods for the

sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90 and the sample of

50 students with IQ's from 90 through 110 suggest that, for

these samples, the criterion by which students and teachers

judged underachievement may have been based on a criterion

or criteria other than the one requested, i.e., discrepancy

between aptitude and performance.

Question What Are the Interrela-
tionships arirthr1917(TYFFEF-Br''
the Clinic rocedure==.ecting
ITEMFFEEITvers, for Each of Three
levels of Discrepancy between
Prell7Fes of Academic Aptitude and
Academic Performance?

Table 57 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when .5 SD discrepancy or more between the

Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (Chapter

page 63) was used as the criterion for underachievement.

A reference to Table 57 will show that of the 10
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TAMP 57

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure fOr Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a SaMple of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with. IQ's from 90 Through 110

The Clinic
Procedure

The Clinic Procedure

V
Factor

R
Factor Factor

P
Factor

GA Factor&

V Factorb

R Factor°

M Factord

P Fact ore

.422 .522*

.086

.009

.631**

.184

6914:1141

.468'

.375

.683"

and

and

and

and

and

aDiscrepancy
General Ability

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

'between
Factor.

between.

°Discrepancy between
Reality Factor.

ciDiscrep'ancY between.
Motivational. Factor.

eDiscrepancy:between
Psychomotor Factor.

2<:.05

< .pi.

Expected

Expected

.Expected

Expected

Expected

Ability

Ability

Ability

Ability

Ability

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient

Quotient
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correlation coefficients obtained, 2 were significant at the

.05 level, and 3 were significant at the .01 level. Five of

the 10 coefficients were non-significant at the .05 level.

The intercorrelations among the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a

discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, are siuranarizod in

Table 58.

It will be seen from Table 58 that among the 10 inter-

correlations,4 were indeterminate for the sample under study,.

1 was significant at the .05 level, 1 was significant at the

.01 level, and 4 were non-significant at the .05 level.

Table 59 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers. when 1,5 SD discrepancy or more between academic

aptitude and performance was used as the criterion for

underachievement.

It will be seen from Table 59 that all 10 of the

correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers were indeterminate

for the sample under study, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

Discussion. The intercorrelations reported in Tables

57 and 58 indicate, for the sample of 50 sixth grade males

with IQ's from 90 through 110, that there were a number of

interrelationships among the five parts of the clinic



TABLE 58

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's from 90 Through 110

The Clinic
Procedure

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factor°

M Factord

P Factore

The Clinic Procedure

193

V
Factor Factor Factor Factor

IND IND IND IND

.309 .424 .545*

.357 255

.793"

Note...IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
cient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

Discrepancy between. Expected Ability Quotient
and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factori

e
Discrepancy between .Expected Ability Quotient

and Psychomotor'Factor

1; .05.
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TABIE 59

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's from 90 Through 110

The Clinic
Procedure

The Clinic Procedure

GA
Factor

V
Factor

R
Factor

M
Factor

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factorc

M Factord

P Fact ore

IND IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate:correlation coeffi-
cient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

Discrepancy between Expected
and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Psychomotor Factor.

4c .05.

Ability Quotient

**E
< . 0 1 .
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procedure of selecting underachievers for the .5 SD and 1.0

SD levels of discrepancy. For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance, all of the inter-

correlations among the five parts of the clinic procedure

were indeterminate for the sample under study.

By comparing the data for Question 5 in Analyses I,

and III at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance, it will be seen that there were

interrelationships among the five parts of the clinic proce-

dure for each sample or Analysis at both levels of discrep-

ancy. In view of these interrelationships among scores based

on the discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Factor scores, a question has been raised regarding the pos-

sibility of interrelationships among the factor scores them-

selves (see Analysis I, Question 5).

Question 6: What Are the Interrela-
tionships arerThrPlirrParts of
the dlinic Procedure for Seiectin
TiTe7a=vers and the-Mx ye
ITTETara-Telearng Underach avers,
at Each ET' Three revels of biscrepansy
between Measures Frargaiac 'AptitTia67
an X3F6FRIFTWFfOTMETC157""

Table 60 summarizes the ntercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the .six=objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between aptitude

and performance was used as the criterion for selecting

underachievers.
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Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six
Objective Yethods of Selecting TInderachievers at .5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and Performance

for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQts from 90 Through 110

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

a
GA

Factor

Method if .211

Method 2g .098

Method 3h .169

Method hi .169

Method 53 .401

Method 6k .542

a
Discrepancy

Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy

Factor.
c
Discrepancy

Factor.

d
Discrepancy

Factor.

Factor.

Test.

e
Discrepancy

(Discrepancy

gDiscrepancy
h
Discrepancy

i
Discrepancy

Discrepancy

k
Discrepancy

P< .05.

**:a< .01.
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The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

V
Factor

R
c

Factor
Md

Factor

pe

Factor

.473*

.364

.409*

.281

.277

153

.358

. 753

.270

. 165

.298

.327

.074

. 364

.738"

.281

.049

.541**

.069

.167

.429*

.270

.291

.012

between Expected Ability Quotient and General

between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

between WISC and WRAT.

between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

between WISC and GPA.
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A referencet,o7able 60 will show that of the 30

correlation coeff,icients among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for.seleeting underachievers and the six objective

methods of seleoting underachievers, 3 of the coefficients

were significant at ;the .05 leVel, 2 were significant at the

.01 level, and 25 were non-significant at the .05 level. The

correlation coefficients significant at the .05 level were

between Method 3 and the Verbal and Psychomotor Factors and

between Method 1 and the Verbal Factor. The correlation

coefficients significant at the .01 level were between the

MbtivationalFaetor and-Methods 3 and 6. None of the corre-

lation coefficients between the General Ability Factor and

the six objective methods was significant at the .05 level;

none of the correlation coefficients between the Reality

Factor and the six objective .Methods was significant at the

.05 level.

'Fable 61 summarizes the.intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic.procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the.six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a discrepancy-of 1.0 SD or more between

academic aptitude and, academie Performance was used as the

criterion for selecting:underachievers.

It will be noted :from .Table 61 that of the 30 inter-

correlations among the ;Ave. Ptirts of the clinic procedure

for selecting anderachieVers and the six objective methods,

10 of the coefficientswerejndeterminate for the sample

under study,. tp were'signifiCant at the .05 level, 2 were
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Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and Performance

for a Sampin of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's from 90 Through 110

%MO

Objective
Methods
of Selecting
rnderachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAB

Factor
V

Factor
Rc

Factor
Md

Factor

Pe

Factor

method if

Method e

Method 3h

Method 41

Method 5J

Method 6k

IND .152

IND .217

IND ./L83*

IND .550

IND .286

IND .217

.223

IND

. 309

. 179

IND

. 087

.108

.92E**

.791*

.694*

IND .438

.101

277

. 829**

179

IND

.543*

Note.--IND:
sample.

a
Discrepancy

Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Factor.

cD iscrepancy
Factor.

d
Discrepancy

Factor.

e
Discrepancy

Factor.

Discrepancy
Test.

g
Discrepancy

hDiscrepancy

1
Discrepancy

JDiscrepancy

k
Discrepancy

E< .05.

4141'2 .01.

Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this

between Expected Ability Quotient and General

between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

between Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

between Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

between Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

between Lorne,-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

between WISC and WRAT.

between Lorne -Thorndike and WRAP.

between Lorge-Thorndike and GPA.

between WISC and GPA.
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significant at the'.01 level, and 14 were non-significant at

the .05 level. Correlation coefficients significant at the

.05 level were between the Verbal Factor and Method 3, the

Motivational Factor and Methods 4, 5 and the Psychomotor

Factor and Method 6. Correlation coefficients significant

at the .01 level were obtained between Method 3 and the Moti-

vational and Psychomotor Factors.

Table 62 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure and the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers for a discrepancy of 1.5

SD or more between aptitude and performance.

A reference to Table 62 will show that of the 30

intercorrelations among the five parts of the clinic proce-

dure for selecting underachievers and the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers, 27 correlation coeffi-

cients were indeterminate for the sample under study. The

other 3 correlation coefficients were non-significant at

the .05 level.

Discussion. For the sample of 50 students with IQ's

from 90 through 110, the results reported at the .5 SD and

1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and perform-

ance, showed evidence:of only a few interrelationships among

the five parts of the :,clinic procedure and the objective

methods of selecting.underachieveri. The data for a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more, with the majority of the correlations
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TABLE 62

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Petween Academic Aptitude and Performance

for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's from 90 Through 110

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

Factor
V

Factor

Rc

Factor
Md

Factor
Pe

Factor

Method 1
f

Method 2g

Method 3
h

Method 41

Method 5J

Method 6k

IND IND IND IND IT'D

IND ,857 IND .757 IND

IND IND IND IND IND

IND IND IND IND IND

IND IND IND IND IND

IND .857 IND IND IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and General
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal
Factor.

c
Discrepancy

Factor.

dD iscrepancy
Factor.

eDiscrepancy
Factor.

Test.
(Discrepancy

gDiscrepancy

hDiscrepancy

iDiscrepancy

Discrepancy

kDiscrepancy

P.: .05.

4
"1.2< 01

between

between

between

:between

between

between

between

between

between

Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

Expeoted Ability Quotient and Motivational

Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

Lorge7Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

WISC and WRAT.

Lorge7Thorndike and WHAT.

LergerThorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.



201

indeterminate for this sample, were insufficient for drawing

meaningful generalizations.

When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more was used, a rela-

tionship was found between the Motivational Factor and

Methods 3, 6; between the Verbal Factor and Methods 1, 3;

and between the Psychomotor Factor and Method 3. The Gen-

eral Ability Factor and the Reality Factor did not appear to

be related to any of the objective methods of selecting

underachievers. At the 1.0 SD level of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance, there was a relationship between

the Motivational Factor and Methods 3, 4, and 5; between

the Psychomotor Factor and Methods 3 and 6; and between the

Verbal Factor and Method',3

It will be Observed from the preceding paragraph that

the Motivational Factor, the Verbal Factor, and the Psycho-

motor Factor were all related: to Method 3 at both the .5 SD

and 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and perform-

ance. A similar observation:was recorded for Analysis I, a

random sample of 100 sixth grade males, where it was pointed

out that Method 3 andthe adapted Jastak procedure employed

the same instruments. The trend just described was not so

clearly evident for Analysis II; .the sample of 50 students

with,ICIts below 901.,.

On the basis of' the data obtained in the previous two

Analyses, a question.Was'rarsed as to whether the clinic,
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procedure, as a whole, was useful as a method of selecting

underachievers. It was also pointed out that the factor

discrepancy scores may deal with dimensions of underachieve-

ment different from the objective methods of selecting

underachievers.

The lack of interrelationships among selection of

underachievers by the clinic procedure and the objective

methods of selecting underachievers, for the present sample,

supports the possibility that the adapted Jastak factors may

not be useful indicators of underachievement or may deal

with different aspects of underachievement. It will be

noted, however, that in the samples of Analyses I, II, and

III, the Motivational Factor was related to at least one of

the objective methods of selecting underachievers at the .5

SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and

performance.

Question 741 What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure7gT the T o
MITjeCTIWWThods orectSelecting
nderachievenIrtrdh of Three
Levels of' Disere ane between
measuresro ea em c Aptitude
arzrreMeiEe WROtmance:t

Table 63 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or
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TAitE 63

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods, of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for. Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's from 90 Through 110

Sub jective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic. Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAEL Vb Re Md Pe
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g

.087 .168 055 .158 055

.182 9238 .035 .476 .421*
aDiscrepancy

General Ability Fact

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy

Reality Factor.

between
or.

between

between

Expected

Expe cted

Expected

dDiscrepancy between Expected
Motivational Factor..

Ability Quotient and

Ability Quotient and

Ability Quotient and

Ability Quotient and

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.f
Selection of underachievers by student judgment of

achievement.

gSelect ion of ..`qnderacillevers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

*z<
imp

11<c .01.
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or more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure.

It will be noted from Table 63 that 9 of the 10

correlation coefficients among the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers and the five parts of the clinic

procedure were non-significant at the .05 level. The corre-

lation coefficient between the Psychomotor Factor and Method

8 was significant at the .05 level.

Table 64 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or

more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure.

A reference to Table 64 will show that of the inter-

correlations between the five parts of the clinic procedure

for selecting underachievers and Method 7, four of the

coefficients were non-significant at the .05 level and one

was indeterminate for the sample under study.

It can also be seen from Table 64 that of the corre-

lations between the five parts of the clinic procedure and

Method 8, two of the coefficients were non-significant at

the .05 level, one was indeterminate for the sample under

study, one was significant at the .05 level and one was
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TABLE 64

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's from 90 Through 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA, .'.V
b

Re Md Pe

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g

111.01111.10.

IND 384
IND ,272

MMIN *Mr imslissAmommaNDO

.087 .291 .087

.248 .683* .589*

Note. - -IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between .Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy biltween Expected Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy betwden Expected Ability and
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepanCy 'between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.' ;.

eDiscrepanCy betWeen EiPeeted Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor:

fSelection ofUnderachieverS by Student judgment of
achievement. '"

gSelection: of underachitivers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

. \ "

.05..

41.4)a< .01.
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significant at the .01 level. The correlation coefficient

between Method 8 and the Motivational Factor was significant

at the .01 level and the coefficient between Method 8 and

the Psychomotor Factor was significant at the .05 level.

Table 65 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance was used by...the clinic

procedure as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 65 will show that when a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more was used, seven of the correlation

coefficients between the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers and the five parts of the clinic procedure

were indeterminate for the sample under study. The other

three correlation coefficients were non-significant at the

.05 level.

Discussion. The results reported at the .5 SD and

1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between aptitude and performance

show evidence of only a few interrelationships among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the two subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers for the sample of 50 sixth grade males with IQ's

from 90 through 1106 For a diperepanoy of 1.5 SD or more,

with the majority of the correlation coefficients



207.

TABTE. 65

Tetrachoric Cdrrelation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with Igts from 90 Through 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA V R
Factor Factor. Factor Factor Factor

111111

Method 7f IND DID IND .119 IND

Method 8g IND .066 IND .219 IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

°Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between. Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality. Factor.

ciDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

Selection of underachievers by student judgment of
achievement.

gSelection. of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

: .05.

4141! 01.
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indeterminate for this sample, the data were insufficient

for drawing meaningful, generalizations.

At the .5 SD level of discrepancy, the findings did

not show evidence of a relationship between selection of

underachievers by student judgment of achievement and any

of the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers. A relationship was found between selection

of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement and the

Psychomotor Factor.

When a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, a rela-

tionship was not observed between selection as an under-

achiever by student judgment or achievement and any of the

five parts of the clinic procedure. There was a relation-

ship, however, between selection as an underachiever by

teacher judgment of achievement and the Motivational and

Psychomotor Factors.

Question 8: What Is the Relationship
EeTTAFitEe T71774.71A77 of telf-
WRWITTLIET

A correlation coefficient of .608, which was signif-

icant at the .01 level, was obtained between the two measures

of self-perception, i.e., student academic self-concept and

student perception of control over environment. (Level of

discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic perform-

ance was not involved in the comparison between the two

measures of self-perception.)



)9

Discussion. These results indicate that there was a

relationship between student academic self-concept and

negative perception of control over environment for the

sample of 50 sixth grade males with IQ's from 90 through 110.

It will be recalled from Analyses I and II that a

relationship was also found between the two measures.of self-

perception for the random sample of 100 students and the

sample of 50 students with IQ's below 904

Question 9: What Are the interrela.
among thr7437Measures of

Self-15erce t on 173 Trig .Six
TM et ods of SZTelernTUnder.
achievers at each of Threeargis
of Discrepa7WEWseeinnsiarqra
Academic Aptitude and Academic
Tsimf=riance?

Table 66 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the two measures of self perception and the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD

discrepancy or more lietween aptitUde and performance was
.

used by each of the objeotive:methods as the criterion for

selecting underaChieers4:

It will be seen from Vibie. 66 that of the 12 inter.

correlations among the two measures of:self-perception and
.

the six objective methods. of Selecting underachievers, 11 of

the correlation coefficients Were non-significant at the .05

level, The correlation:cOeffloient between student academic

self-concept and Method.:22wassignificant at the .01 level.
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Table 67 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the two measures of self-perception and the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers, when a 1.0 SD

discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was

used by each of the objectilfe methods as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 67 will show that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six objective methods. of selecting underachievers,

10 of the correlation. coefficients were non-significant at

the .05 level, one was indeterminate for the sample under

study, and one was ,:ignificant at the .05 level. The signif-

icant correlation coefficient was between Variable B and

Method 1.

Table 68 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the two measures of self-perception and the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a 1.5 SD

discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was

used by each of the objedtive.methods as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

It will be observed from Table 68 that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six Objective.methodS of selecting underachievers, 5

of the correlation'coefficientsiwere non-significant at the

.05 level, 6 were indeterminate for the sample under study,
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and 1 was significant at the .05 level. The significant

correlation coefficient was between Variable B and Method 1.

Discussion. Summarizing the data for Variable A from

Tables 66, 67, and 68, it will be seen that all of the corre-

lation coefficients between Variable A and Methods 1 through

6 were either non-significant (.05 level) or indeterminate

for the sample under study for all three levels of discrep-

ancy between academic aptitude and performance. Thus, these

data do not show evidence of a relationship between negative

self-concept and academic underachievement (operationally

defined by the six relative discrepancy methods of selecting

underachievers) for the sample of 50 sixth grade males with

IQ's from 90 through 110. A reference to the discussion for

Question 9, Analyses I and II will show a similar lack of

relationshipsbetween negative self-concept and the six

Objective methods of selecting underachievers for both the

random sample of 100 students and the 50 students with IQ's

below 90. It was previously pointed out in the discussion

of Question 9, Analysis I, that the findings of the present

investigation may have been influenced by the manner in which

the scores representing negative self-concept were obtained.

The data for Variable B gave evidence of only one

significant correlation coefficient (.05 or .01 levels)

between Variable Wand Methods 1 through 6 at each of the

three levels of discrepancy between aptitude and performance.
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At a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, the results indicated a

relationship between negative perception of control over

environment and selection of underachievers by Method 2.

For a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, the findings indicated

a relationship between negative perception of control over

environment and selection of underachievers by Method 1. At

a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or 'more,: with several of the corre-

lation coefficients indeterminate for the sample under study,

there was a relationship between negative perception of

control over environment and Method 1. On the whole, stu-

dents in this sample agreeing with or not sure about the

statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be

successful in life" were not generally selected as under-

achievers by the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers.

uestion 10: What Are the Interre la-
ions ps amonrib eulgoggasures of

Methods
Self-Perception'oinec.fr9A eemerLive

1558Und721"--merachBuibevj

Table 69 gives the results for the

among the two measures of self- perception

tine methods of selecting utiderachievers.

ancy between aptitude and performance was

these comparisons.)

intercorrelations

and the two subjec.

(Level of discrep.

not involved in

It will be seen froin.Table 69 that there was a signif-

icant correlatipn coefficient (01 level) between Variable B
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TABLE 69

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Measures of Self-Perception and the Two

Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers for a Sample of 50 Sixth

Grade Males with IQ's from 90
Through 110

Measures of
Self-Perception

Subjective Methods of
Selecting Underachievers

Method 7
a

Method 8b

Variable A°

Variable Bd

.309

.561**

.121

.099

a
Selection of underachievers

judgment of achievement.

bSeiection of underachievers
judgment of achievement.

°Student academic self- concept.

d
Student perception of control over

environment.

by student

by teacher

E < .05.

4HPE < .01.
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and Method 7. The other three correlation coefficients

between the two measures of self-perception and the subjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant

at the .05 level.

Discussion. For the sample of 50 sixth grade males

with IQ's from 90 through 110, there was a relationship

between Variable B and Method 7, but not between Variable B

and Method 8. Students agreeing with or not sure about the

statement "People like me don't have much of a chance to be

successful in life" tended to select themselves as under-

achievers, but were not selected by their teachers as under-

achievers. The findings for Variable B are similar to those

reported for the random sample of 100 students (Analysis I,

Question 10) in which'there was.a relationship between the

two measures of self-perception and Method 7, but not between

the two measures of self-perception and Method 8. These data

for Analyses I and III may be interpreted to suggest that

the individual psychological characteristics of both teacher

and child may have some influenDe. on perception of academic
.

achievement.
I

The non-significant correlation coefficients (.05

level) between Variable.A.and4lethods 7 and 8 suggest that

students with negative self-cOncepts did not select them-

selves as underachievers-and were not selected as under-
,

achievers by their teachers in the:sample of 50 students

f
t,
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with IQ's from 90 through 110. It will be recalled from the

discussion of Question 9 in the present Analysis, that the

results gave no evidence of any relationships between

negative self-concept and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers at all three levels of discrepancy

between academic aptitude and performance. The results for

Analyses I and II (random sample of 100 sixth grade males,

and sample of 50 sixth grade males with IQ's below 90) also

gave evidence of a general lack of relationships between

Variable A and Methods 1 through 8. These findings call

attention to the possibility originally raised in the

discussion of Question 9, Analysis I, that tI3e findings of

the present investigation may have been influenced by the

manner in which scores representing negative self-concept

were obtained.

Question 11: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among hng e-7;o meetAT/WO?'
Self- Perception MU the Five tarts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting,
underacENWFs, at Each of Three
Levels of Discrepancy between
PinailYes of Academic Aptitude and
5167=c Performance?

Table 70 summarizes the intercorrelations between the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers when a discrep-

ancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and performance was

used as the criterion for underachievement by each of the

five parts of the clinic procedure.
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TABLE 70

Tetrachoric Correlation' Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's

from 90-Through 110

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a vb Re MI Pe

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable Af

Variable Bg

.068

.097

.168 .281 .056 .117

046 .461 .049 .174

aDiscrepancy
General Ability Fact

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

between Expected Ability Quotient and
or.

between Eitpected Ability Quotient and

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

Student academiC self-concept.

gStudent percePtion of control over environment.

E< .01.
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It will be seen from Table 70 that all 10 of the

correlation coefficients among the two measures of self-

perception and the five parts of the clinic procedure were

non-significant at the .05 level.

Table 71 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

two measures of self-perception and the five-part clinic

procedure, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was,used as

the criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure.

It will be observed from Table 71 that of the 10

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers, 3 of the correlation coefficients were

indeterminate for the sample under study, 3 were non-

significant at the .05 level, 3. were significant at the .05

level, and 1 was significant at ;the .01 level. The signif-

icant correlation coefficient at the .01 level was between

Variable A and the Verbal Factor. Correlation coefficients

significant at the .05 level were between Variable A and the

Reality and Motivational Factors and between Variable B and

the Verbal Factor.

Table 72 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-

lations among the two measures of self-perception and the

five-part clinic procedure for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance.
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TABLE 71

Tetrachoric *Correlation. Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-yerception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and.Perfor'mance'fOr a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's

from 90 Through 110

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

V R
c

Md
Pe

Factor. Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable Af

Variable Bg

IND .613* .504* .487* .144

IND .588* IND .155 .126,

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

a
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between Mipected Ability Quotient and
Reality Factor.

d
Discrepancy 'between Sxpected Ability Quotient and

Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between. Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.
.

f
Student academic self-concept.

gStudent perdeptidn of control over environment.
41

'2 <:05.,

ina< .01.
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Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two

Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of

the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with

from 90 Through 110

222

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa
Vb c Md P

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor .

Variable A
f

Variable B6

IND

IND

.033 IND .313

IND IND .085

IND'

IND

Note. - -IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient

for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

(Student academic self-concept.

between Expected Ability Quotient and

between Expected Ability Quotient and

s VW

gStudent perception of control over environment.

2.< .05.
pi< .01,
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It will be noted from Table 72 that of the 10 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and

the five parts of the clinic procedure, 7 of the correlation

coefficients were indeterminate for this sample and 3 were

non-significant for the sample under study.

A synthesis of the preceding findings shows that when

.5 SD and 1.5 SD discrepancy between the Expected Ability

Quotient and the five parts of the clinic procedure were

used as the criteria for selecting underachievers, the

intercorrelations were non-significant (.05 level) for a

discrepancy of .5 SD and predominantly indeterminate (for

the sample under study) for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD. Signif-

icant intercorrelations (.05 or .01 levels) occurred between

the five-part clinic procedure and the two measures of self-

perception only when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD was used by the

clinic procedure as the criterion for selecting

underachievers.

Discussion. The results at the 1.0 SD level of

discrepancy indicate that there was a relationship between

negative self-concept and selectiOn of underachievers by the

Verbal, Reality, and Motivational Factors for the sample of

50 sixth grade males with IQ's from 90 through 110. A rela-
e

tionship was also obtained between negative perception of

control over environment and the Verbal Factor.

The tnterrelationships reported in the preceding
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paragraph are similar to those reported in the discussion of

Question 11, Analysis I. It was pointed out in Analysis I

that the lack of intercorrelations among the two measures of

self-perception and the five parts of the clinic procedure,

when discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.5 SD or more were

used by the clinic procedure as criteria for underachieve-

ment, suggests that the .5 SD and 1.5 SD levels of discrep-

ancy between aptitude and performance may not provide

appropriate criteria for selecting underachievers by the

five-part clinic procedure.

Analysis IV: Group of 50 Students
with IQ's above 110

Question 1: Is the Probability of
Selection as an Underachiever Equally
Distributed across Six Objective Methods
Or-Selectilig Underachievers, Two Subjec-
rive Methods of Selecting Underachievers,
and Clinic Procedure for
WrectITITWOFFYCSTFgrs, for tach
Three Levels of Discrepancy
Measures of Academic AptitudeEr'
Academic PerraTIZEFP?

The values obtained from the Cochran's Test at discrep-

ancies of .5 SD or more, 1.0 SD or more, and 1.5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance were all significant beyond

the .01 level, as is shown in Table 73.

Discussion. The statistics from Table 73 indicate

that selection as an underachiever was not equally probable

among the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,



TABLE 73

Values for the Cochran's Test at Three Levels of
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with IQ's Above 110

Sample
Levels of Discrepancy.

.5 sp 1.0 SD r 1.5 SD

Sample with IQ's
above 110 76.304111' 77.07" 110.29"

vist2, < . 01.

225



226

the two subjective methods, and the five-part clinic proce-

dure for the group of 50 students with IQ's above 110, at

all three levels of discrepancy between aptitude and perform-

ance. The larger values for the 1.0 SD and 1.5 SD discrep-

ancy levels suggest that the size of the discrepancy between

aptitude and performance may affect the interrelationships

among the nine methods of selecting underachievers. It will

be recalled from Analyses I, II, and III that the values

obtained from the Cochran's Test were also significant at

the .01 level for all three levels of discrepancy for the

random sample of sixth grade males, for the sample of 50

sixth grade males with IQ's below 90, and for the sample of

50 sixth grade males with IQ's from 90 through 110.

Question 2: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among thg-glx Ob iective
Methods of SelecTrig Underachievers
for Each of Three Levels of Discrep-
mly=weenThWiTuFFETOT Academic
Apt itu a an Academic Nitraiiii71767?

Table 74 summarizes the findings for the intercorrela-

tions among the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers when a diicrepancy of .5 SD or more between

measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be seen from the intercorrelations reported

in Table 74 that correlation coefficients significant at the

.05 level were found between Method 1 and Method 3, between

Method 2 and Method 3, and between Method 4 and Method 5.
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TABLE 711.

Tetrachoric *relation Coefficients Among Six

Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-

tude and i!erformance for a Sample of 50

Sixth Grade Males with Igls Above 110

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method
2 3

Method 1
a

Method 2
b

Method 3
c

Method 4
d

Method 5e

Method 6
f

.359 .415*

.95*

.715**

Method
5

.026 .252

.562** .015

.524*

Method
6

.288

.751**

5334H1

.234

.266

aDiscrepancy between Lome-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy
Test.

°Discrepancy

dDiscrepancy

eDiscrepancy

fDiscrepancy

41.2 < .05.

ill1124c
.01.

between W1SC and aIanford Achievement

between WISC and WRAT.

between Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

between Lorne-Thorndike and GPA.

,betlimmmLWISCand GPA.
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Correlation coefficients significant at the .01 level were

found between Method 1 and Methods 4 and 5, between Method 2

and Method 6, and between Method 3 and Methods 4, 6. Corre-

lation coefficients between the following methods of selecting

underachievers were non-significant at the .05 level: (a)

Method 1 and Methods 2, 6; (b) Method 2 and Methods 1, 4, 5;

(c) Method 3 and Method 5; (d) Method 4 and Methods 2, 6;

(e) Method 5 and Methods 2, 3, 6; and (0 Method 6 and

Methods 1, 4, 5.

Table 75 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-

lations among the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

measures of academic aptitude and academic performance was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from the intercorrelations reported

in Table 75 that a correlation coefficient significant at

the .05 level was obtained between Method 1 and Method 2.

Correlation coefficients significant at the .01 level were

found between Method 1 and Method 4 and between Method 3 and

Method 6. Correlation coefficients for the following methods

were non-significant at the .05 level: (a) Method '1 and

Methods 3, 5, 6; (b) Method 2 and Methods 3, 4, 5, 6; (c)

Method 3 and Methods 1, 2, 4, 5; (d) Method 4 and Methods 2,

5, 6; (e) Method 5 and Methods 1, 2, 3, 4; and (f) Method 6

and Methods 1, 2, 4. The correlation coefficient between
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TABLE 75

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's Above 110

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Method Method Method Method Method
2 3 4 5 6

Method 1
a

Method 213

Method 3c

4d

5e

Method 6
f

Method

Method

.518* .385

.346

.846**

.266

.346

.468

.239

.315

.239

.14.26

.301

.667**

.301

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterthifiate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

;aDiscrepancybetween Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy:between WISC and Stanford Achievement
Test.

Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy ,!between

eDiscrepancy 1,etween

fDiscrepancy
;between

41.E < .05..

41-4}2,< .01.

.t

Lorge-Thorndike and WHAT.

Lorne ,-Thorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.
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Method 5 and Method 6 was indeterminate for the sample under

study.

Table 76 summarizes the findings for the intercorre-

lations among the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between

measures of academic aptitude and performance was used as

the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be seen from Table 76 that of the 15 correla-

tions obtained at 1.5 SD discrepancy, 12 of the 15 coeffi-

cients were unobtainable for the sample under study. The

correlation coefficients between Methods 3 and Methods 1

and 4 were non-significant at the .05 level. The correlation

coefficient between Method 1 and Method 4 was significant at

the .05 level.

Discussion. The data reported for the sample of 50

sixth grade males with IQ's above 110, at discrepancies of

.5 SD or more and 1.0.SD or more between aptitude and

performance, gave evidence of a number of interrelationships

among the six objective methods of selecting underachievers

at both levels of discrepancy.

When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude

and performance was used as the criterion for selecting

underachievers, the following interrelationships were noted

among the six objective methods of selecting underachievers:

(a) Method 1 and Methods 3, 4, 5; (b) Method 2 and Methods 3,
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TABLE 76

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Six
Objective Methods ..of Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-

tude and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with IQ's Above 110

Objective Methods
of Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

*Method Method Method Method Method
2 3 4 5 6

Method la

Method 2b

Method 3°

Method 4d

Method 5e

Method 6f

IND .189 .8034 IND IND

IND IND IND IND

.715 IND IND

IND IND

IND

diminftemmiO

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

'Discrepancy between Lorge- Thorndike and Stanford
Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy bittlioen WISC and Stanford Achievement
Test.

c
Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between LorKe-Thorndike and WRAT.

eDiscrepancy between Large-Thorndike and GPA.

fDiscrepancy ,b'etweenl WISC and GPA.
*2 <

4:41.2 .01.
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6; (c) Method 3 and Methods 1, 2, 4, 6; (d) Method 4 and

Methods 1, 3; (e) Method 5 and Methods 1, 4; and (f) Method

6 and Methods 2, 3. A trend, which was similar to that

discussed in relation to Question 2, Analyses I, II, and

III, was likewise observed among the interrelationships

Observed among the objective methods of selecting under-

achievers in the present analysis. That is, selection of

underachievers by Methods 2, 3, and 6 were significantly

related only to selection by those methods using identical

measures of academic aptitude. Selection of underachievers

by Method 4 was significantly related to selection by methods

which used either the same aptitude measure or the same

performance measure.

When a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between aptitude

and performance was used as a criterion for selecting under-

achievers, the following interrelationships were observed

among the objective-methods of selecting underachievers:

(a) Method 1 and Methods 2, 4; (b) Method 2 and Method 1;

(c) Method 3 and Method 6; (d) Method 4 and Method 1; and

(e) Method 6 and Method 3. These interrelationships, at 1.0,

SD discrepancy, for the sample with IQ's above 110, differ

-markedly from those reported for the samples of Analyses I,

II, and III. For the students with IQ's above 110, it was

noted that selection of underachievers by Methods 1 and 2

tended to be related to selection by other methods using

standardized test data to establish academic performance,
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but not to be related to methods using grade point average

to establish academic performance. Selection of under-

achievers by Method 3, which employed individual test data

only, was related only to Method 6, which used grade point

average to establish academic performance. Selection of

underachievers by Method 5, which used grade point average,

was not related to selection of underachievers by any other

method. Selection of underachievers by Method 6, which also

used grade point average,,. was related only to Method 3.

The findings for the 1 5 SD level of discrepancy, with

the majority of the correlation coefficients indeterminate

for this sample, suggest that a ,discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more is too large to permit comparisons among these methods

of selecting underachievers in a sample size of 50 students.

Question ,: What Is the Interrela
tionship between the .Twolbleala
Ilethods of Selecting Underachievers?

,

A correlation coefficient of .374, which was signifi-

cant at the .05 level, was obtained between the two slibjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, i.e. student

judgment of achievement and teacher judgment of achievement.

(Level of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic

performance was not,40017ed in the comparison between the

two subjective. methodi ,ofselecting'underachievers.)

if

Discussion.: Theseresulte indicate that there was a
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relationship between selection as an underachiever by student

judgment of achievement and selection as an underachiever by

teacher judgment of achievement for the sample of 50 sixth

grade males with IQ's above 110.

It will be recalled from Analyses I, II, and III,

that there was a relationship between the two subjective

methods for the random sample of 100 students, but not for

the sample of students with IQ's below 90 or the sample of

students with IQ's from 90 through 110.

Question L.,: What Are the Interrela-
TIMETros among th771477ajective
Me hods of Seleank Underachievers
an at-Hri nx objectIve-WEEBTE=
Meeting Underachievers, for 21Ch
at-Three Levels of Discrepancy
between Measures of Academic 401-
Turrula Academic-TeFraggECe

Table 77 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the two subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between

academic aptitude and academic performance was used by each

of the objective methods as a criterion for selecting under-

achievers.

A reference to Table 77 will show that the correlation

coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 3 and 6 were

significant at the .05 level. The correlation coefficient

between Method 8 and Method 5 was significant at the .05

level. The correlation coefficient between Method 8 and



TABLE 77

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at .5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Methodc Methodd Methods Method(
5 61 2 3

Method 7g

Method 8h

. 158

. 259

. 113

. 311

. 492* .027

. 209 .000

. 292

. 509*

. 392*

. 734**

°Discrepancy

bDiscrepancy

cDiscrepancy

dDiscrepancy

°Discrepancy

(Discrepancy

gSelection o

hSelection o
*
z< .05.

2.< .01.

between Lorge- Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

between WISC

:rndTike and WRAP.

between InEse-Thorndike and GPA.

between WISC and GPA.

f underachievers by student judgment

f underachievers by teacher judgment

of achievement.

of achievement.
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and Method 6 was significant at the .01 level. Significant

correlation coefficients were not found between Method 7 and

Methods 1, 2, 4, and 5, and between Method 8 and Methods 1, 2,

3, and 4.

The results for the intercorrelations among the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers. and the six

objective methods, at a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more

between aptitude and performance, are recorded in Table 78.

A reference to Table 78 will show that the correlation

coefficients between Method 7 and Methods 5 and 6 were

significant at the .05 level. The correlation, coefficient

between Method 8 and Method 3 was significant at the .01

level. Significant correlation coefficients were not found

between Method 7 and Methods 1, 2, 4, and between Method 8

and Methods 1, 2, 4, 5, 6.

Table 79 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods, when 1.5 SD discrepancy or

more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for underachievement by the objective methods.

It will be observed from Table 79 that six of the

correlation coefficients between Methods 7 and 8 and Methods

1 through 6 were indeterminate for this sample. A correla-

tion coefficient, significant at the .05 level, was found

between Method 8 and Method 4. The remaining coefficients'



TABLE 78

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachiever's

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Method
1 2 3

Method
d

Method
e

4 5

Method(
6

Method 7g

Method 8h

.049 .125 .415* .113

.301 .266 .720* .266

.519*

,639

.452*

.301

Note.--MD: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between ,Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.

bDiscrepancy

cDiscrepancy

between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Lorne-Thorndike and WHAT.

eDiscrepancy between Lome-Thorndike and GPA.

(Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.

hSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

.05.

*.3$
2 4c .01.



TABLE 79

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Two
Subjective Methods and Six Objective Methods

of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Apti-
tude and Performance for a Sample

of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Objective Methods of Selecting
Underachievers

Methoda Methodb Methodc Methodd Methode
1 2 3 4 5

Methodf

6

Method 7g

Method 8h

.021 IND .276 .459 IND .373

.131 IND IUD .539* IND IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement Test.
b
Discrepancy between WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

c
Discrepancy between WISC and WRAT.

dDiscrepancy between Iiorge7Thorndike and WHAT.

aDiscrepancy between Lorne-Thorndike and GPA.

f
Discrepancy between WISC and GPA.

gSelection of underachievers by student judgment of achievement.
h
Selection of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement.

< .05.
*11.;L) 4( .01.
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between the two subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods were non-significant

at the .05 level.

Discussion. The results recorded in Tables 77, 78,

and 79 for the sample of 50 students with IQ's above 110

give evidence of interrelationships between the two subjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers and the six objec-

tive methods, whendrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 SD

or more between aptitude and performance were used by the

objective methods as criteria for selecting underachievers.

The data for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, with most of

the correlation coefficients indeterminate for this sample,

were insufficient for drawing meaningful generalizations.

For a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, a relationship

was observed between Method 7 and Methods 3 and 6.- For a

discrepancy of 1.0 SD, a relationship was observed between

Method 8 and Methods 3, 5, and 6. Thus, at both levels of

discrepancy, there appeared to be a tendency for selection

of underachievers by student judgment of achievement to be

related to selection of underachievers by at least one of

the methods using grade point average to establish academic

performance and also the one method using individual stand-

ardized test data to establish both academic aptitude and

academic performance.

A relationship was observed between Method 8 and
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Methods 5 and 6, when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more was

used by the objective methods to select underachievers. For

a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, there was a relationship

between Method 8 and Method 3. Thus, it appears that selec-

tion of underachievers by teacher judgment of achievement

tended to be related to those methods which used grade point

average to establish academic performance for the smaller

degree of underachievement (as defined by a discrepancy of

.5 SD or more between academic aptitude and performance),

but not for the greater degree of underachievement (as

defined by a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between academic

aptitude and performance).

Question What Are the Interrela-
tconships among Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Under-
TICETW7ers, for each of Three Levels
of'Discrepanc7 between Measures of
Eidemic AptituTerinaOniErr.
Performance?

Table 80 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a .5 SD discrepancy or more between the

Expected Ability Quotient and each factor score (see Chapter

II, page 63) was used as the criterion for underachievement.

A reference to Table 80 will show that among the five

parts of the clinic procedure, six of the correlation coeffi-

cients were non-significant at the .05 level, two were

indeterminate for this sample, one was significant at the
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TABLE 80

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's Above 110

The Clinic
Procedure

The Clinic PrOcedure

V
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factor°

M Factord

P Factore

.237 .606 IND IND

.196 .489* .385

.266 .131

.613**

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coeff i-
cient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy betweeh Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

°Discrepancy betwet3n Expected Ability Quotient
and Psychomotor Factor.

<:05

'2<.01.
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.05 level, and one was significant at the .01 level.

The intercorrelations among the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a

discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, are summarized in

Table 81.

It will be seen from Table 81 that three correlation

coefficients were indeterminate for the sample under study,

two were significant at the .05 level, and five were non-

significant at the .05 level.

Table 82 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinif: procedure for selecting under-

achievers when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between

academic aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for selecting underachievers.

It will be seen from Table 82 that all 10 of the

correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers were indeterminate

for the sample under study, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers.

Discussion. The intercorrelations reported in Tables

80 and 81 indicate, for the sample of 50 sixth grade males

with IQ's above 110, that there were interrelationships

among the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers for discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 SD
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TABLE 81

Tetrachoria Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts
of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at*1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade
Males with IQ's Above 110

The Clinic
Procedure

The Clinic Procedure

V
Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factora

V Factorb

R Factor°

M Factord

P Factor
e

IND .799 .565 IND

IND .723* .119

.594 .639

.61414."

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-
cient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Verbal Factor,
c
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Reality Factor. ,

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient
and Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Psychomotor Fictor.

E < .05.

2 < .01.
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TABLE 82

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts

of the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers

at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and

Performance for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade

Males with IQ's Above 110

The Clinic Procedure

The Clinic
Procedure V

Factor Factor Factor Factor

GA Factora IND IND IND IND

V Factor
b IND IND IND

R Factor° IND IND

M Factor
d IND

P Factore

Note...IND: Indeterminate correlation coeffi-

cient for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

And Verbal Factor.

°Discrepancy between Expeleted Ability Quotient

and Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient

and Motivational Factor.

eDiscrepancy between. Expected Ability Quotient

and Psychomotor Factor.

E, .05.

41.11.2 < 01
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or more. For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between the

Expected Ability Quotient and factor scores, all of the

intercorrelations among the five parts of the clinic proce-

dure were indeterminate for the sample under study.

By comparing the data for Question 5 in Analyses I,

II, III, and IV at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD levels of discrep-

ancy between aptitude and performance, it will be seen that

there were interrelationships among the five parts of the

clinic procedure for each sample or Analysis at both levels

of discrepancy. In view of these interrelationships among

scones based on the discrepancy between the Expected Ability

Quotient and factor scores, a question has been raised

regarding the possibility of interrelationships among the

factor scores themselves (see Analysis I, Question 5)...

Question 6: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure= Selecting
Uriaerachievers and th7Tix Ob'ective
Methods of SelerfrnrUnaE7ach evers,
at rach Or Three Levels of Discre,-
ant between of Academic
Aptit=a777171NUTOrerformance?

Table 83 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a .5 SD disciepancy or more between aptitude

and performance was used as the criterion for selecting

underachievers.
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TABLE 83

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six

Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at .5 SD
Discrepancy Petween Academic Aptitude and Performance

for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa V
Factor Factor

Re . MI
Factor Factor

Pe
Factor

Method 1
f

Method 2g

Method 3
h

Method 41

Method 5J

Method 6k

.119

IND

012

.1..32

664*

IND

.113

.519*

.156

.113

.087

.011

.266

. 385

635*

438

. 131

.389

.137

,026

.309

. 274

. 336

.158

. 106

.144

.353

.409

. 049

.238

Nate. - -IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample.

aDiscrepancy
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Factor.

°Discrepancy
Factor.

dDiscrepancy
Factor.

°Discrepancy
Factor.

(Discrepancy
Test.

gDiscrepancy

hDiscrepancy

iDiscrepancy

iDiscrepancy

kDiscrepancy

L < 05
4HIR<

between

between

between

between

be

between

between

between

between

between

between

Expected Ability Quotient and General

Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

Lorge-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

WISC and WRAP.

LorQe- Thorndike and WRAP.

IgalrThorndike and GPA.

WISC and CPA.
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A reference to Table 83 will show that of the 30

correlation coefficients among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers, 3 of the coefficients

were significant at the ..0.5 level, 25 were non-significant

at the .05 level, and 2 were indeterminate for the sample

under study. The correlation coefficients significant at

the .05 level were found between the General Ability Factor

and Method 5, the Verbal Factor and Method 2, and the

Reality Factor and Method 3. None of the correlation

coefficients between the MotiVational or Psychomotor Factors

and Methods 1 through 6 were .significant at the .05 level.

Table 84 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting under-

achievers and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

academic aptitude and performance was used as a criterion

for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from Table 84 that of the 30 inter-

correlations among the five parts of the clinic procedure

and the six Objective methods'of selecting underachievers,

12 of the correlatioh cbefficients were indeterminate for

the sample under study, 16 were non-significant at the .05

level, and 2 were significant at the .05 level.

Table .85 summarizes the-intereorrelations among the

five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting .
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Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting rnderachievers and the Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at 1.0 SD
Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude and Performance

for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

iNIMME14

GAa
Factor

Method if IND

Method 2g IND

Method 3
h

.301

Method 4
i

rI.D

Method 5
j

IND

Method 6
k

IND

sample.

214.8

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

V
Factor

.322

.524

.152

.119

IND

.322

Underachievers

Re
Factor

Md
Factor

IND .048

.239 .468

.145 .450

IND .198

IND IND

IND .048

1

Pe
Factor

.344

.718*

.547*

.131

IND

518

Note. - -I'D: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this

aDiscrepancy
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Factor.

cDiscrepancy
Factor.

dDiscrepancy
Factor.

Factor.

Test.

e
Discrepancy

(Discrepancy

gDiscrepancy

hDiscrepancy

i
Discrepancy

iDiscrepancy.

kDiscrepancy

2 .05.
.01.

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

between

Expected Ability Quotient and General

Expected Ability Quotient and Verbal

Expected Ability Quotient and Reality

Expected Ability Quotient and Motivational

Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

Lorne-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

WISC and WRAP.

and WRAT.

lemerThorndike and GPA.

WISC and GPA.

r.. 1 41
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TABLE 85

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers and the Six
Objective Methods of Selecting Underachievers at 1.5 SD
Discrepancy Between Academie Aptitude and Performance

for a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males with
IQ's Above 110

Objective
Methods of
Selecting
Tnderachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

Factor

b
V

Factor
R
c

Factor

Md

Factor

Pe

Factor
glINNIMM.w

Method 1
f

IND IND IND IND IND

Method 2g IND IND IND IND IND

Method 3
h

IND IND IND IND IND

Method 41 IND IND IND IND IND

Method 5J IND IND IND IND IND

Method 6
k

IND IND IND IND IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient for this
sample.

aDiscrepancy
Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy
Factor.

°Discrepancy
Factor.

d
Discrepancy

Factor.

Factor.

Test.

e
Discrepancy

f
Discrepancy.

RDiscrepancy

hDiscrepancy
i
Discrepancy

1Discrepancy

k
Discrepancy

411!<: 05.

**
.01.

between

between

between

between

between

betWien

between

between

betWeen
. .

betvie'en

between

ExpeCted

Expected

Expected

Expected

Ability

Ability

Ability

Ability

Quotient and General

Quotient and Verbal

Quotient and Reality

Quotient and Motivational

Expected Ability Quotient and Psychomotor

Lorne-Thorndike and Stanford Achievement

WISC and Stanford Achievement Test.

WISC and WRAT.

Lorge-Thorndike and WRAT.

Imornorndike and GPA.*

WISC and GPA.
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underachievers and the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more was

used as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 85 will show that all 30 of the

correlation coefficients between the five parts of the

clinic procedure and the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers were indeterminate for the sample under

study.

Discussion. The results reported for the .5 SD and

1.0 SD levels of discrepancy between academic aptitude and

performance show evidence of only a few interrelationships,

at each of these levels, among the'five parts of the clinic

procedure and the six objective methods of selecting under-

achievers for the sample under study. For a discrepancy of

1.5 SD or more, all of the correlation coefficients between

the clinic procedure and objective methods were indeterminate

for the sample of 50 sixth grade boys with IQ's above 110,

When a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude.

and performance was used as the criterion for underachieve-

ment, relationships were found between the General Ability

Factor and Method 5, the Verbal Factor and Method 2, and the

Reality Factor and Method 3. The data did not show evidence

of any relationships between either the Motivational or

Psychomotor Factors and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers.
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At the 1.0 SDI level of discrepancy, relationships

were observed betweenthe Motivational Factor and Method 3

and also between the. psychomotor Factor and Methods 2 and 3.

The data for a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between aptitude

and performance may be considered insufficient for making

meaningful generalizations because of the relatively large

number of correlation coefficients which were'indeterminate

for this sample.

On the basis of the data obtained in the previous

three analyses, a question has been raised regarding the

overall usefulness of the clinic procedure as a means of

selecting underachievers. It was also pointed out that the

factor discrepancy scores may deal with different aspects of

underachievement than the objective methods of selecting

underachievers.

The relative lack of interrelationships among selec-

tion of underachievers by the clinic procedure and the objec.

tive methods of selecting underachievers, for the present

sample, supports.the,questions raised in the preceding para-

graph. It will be noted; however, that in all four samples,

the Motivational Factor, was related to at least one of the

objective methods of 'selecting underachievers at the .5 SD

and 1.0 SD levels of ,.discrepancy between aptitude and

performance.
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Question What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Five Parts of the
Clinic Procedure and the Two Sub iective

Methods of Selecting Underachievers at
E71.71771 Mime Levels of Discrepancy,
EgErgeen Measures of Academic Aptitude,
TIT=IdgicreFrformes

Table 86 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

between aptitude and performance was used as the criterion

for selecting underachievers by the clinic procedure.

It will be noted from Table 86 that all 10 of the

intercorrelations between the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the two subjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers were non-significant

at the .05 level.

Table 87 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or

more between aptitude and performance was used as the

criterion for selecting underachievers by the clinic

procedure.

A reference to Table 87 will show that all of the

correlation coefficients between Method 7 and the five parts

of the clinic procedure were non-significant at the .05

level. Of the correlation coefficients between Method 8
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TABLE 86

Tetrachoric COrrelation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's Above 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor
V Rc md Pe

Method 7f

Method 8g

373

.282

.211 .131 .027 .188

.692. .000 .000 .127

aDiscrepancy between
Genelial Ability Factor..

b
Discrepancy between

Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy between

Reality Factor.

d
Discrepancy between

Motivational Factor.
e
Discrepancy between

Psydhomotor Factor.
f
Selection

achievement.

gSelection of
achievement.

/I< .05.

Expected Ability Quotient and

jcpected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

of underachievers by student judgment

"2.< .01.

of

linderadhievers by teacher judgment of

Yr,111:4
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Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic
Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's Above 110

Subjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

Method 7
f

Method 8g

2514.

The Clinic Procedure'for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

V
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

.098

.000

.276

.539

.349 .009 .339

.000 .106 .470

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficientfor this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient andGeneral Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy between Expected Ability,Quotient andReality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient andMotivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient andPsychomotor Factor.

(Selection of underachievers by student judgment ofachievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment ofachievement.

g< .05.
41*E<
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and the five parts of-the clinic procedure, three were non-

significant at the .05 level and two were significant at the

.05 level. The significant correlation coefficients were

between Method 8 and the Verbal and Psychomotor Factors.

Table 88 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the five parts of the clinic procedure and the

two subjective methods of selecting underachievers, when a

discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between aptitude and perform-

ance was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers

by the clinic procedure.

A reference to Table 88 will show that when a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more was used, all 10 of the correlation

coefficients between the two 'subjective methods'and the five

parts of the clinic procedure were indeterminate for this

sample.

Discussion. The results reported in Tables 86, 87,

and 88 show evidence of only two relationships among the

five parts of the clinic procedure and the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers for the sample of 50

sixth grade males with Ws above 110.

When a discrepancy. of 5 SD or more between aptitude

and performance was used as the.criterion for selecting

underachievers by the :clinic procedure, the findings did not

show evidence of a reiationshipbetween selection of under-

achievers by either teacher or student judgment of
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TABLE 88

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the
Two Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers and the Five Parts of the Clinic

Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic
Aptitude and Academic Performance for

a Sample of 50 Sixth Grade Males
with IQ's Above 110

1111/

SUbjective
Methods of
Selecting
Underachievers

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GAa
Factor

V
Factor

R°
Factor

Ma
Factor

Pe
Factor

Method 7f

Method 8g
1=11==0

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Verbal Factor.

o
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

e
Discrop,ancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

f
Selection of underachievers by student judgment of

achievement.

gSelection of underachievers by teacher judgment of
achievement.

it<:05
**2 <
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achievement and any of the five parts of the clinic procedure

for selecting underachievers.

When a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, a

relationship was not observed between selection of under-

achievers by student judgment of achievement and any of the

five parts of the clinic procedure. There was a relation-

ship, however, between selection as an underachiever by

teacher judgment of achievement and the Verbal and Psycho-

motor Factors.

For a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, all of the

intercorrelations between the five parts of the clinic proce-

dure and the two subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers were indeterminate for the sample under study.

Question 8: What Is the Relationshi
between tEe WrirReasures of e -

EYEEIlav
A correlation coefficient of .150, which was non-

significant at the .05 level, was obtained between' the two

measures of self-perception, i.e. student academic self-

concept and student perception of control over environment.

(Level of discrepancy between academic aptitude and academic

performance was not involved in the comparison between the

two measures of self-perception. )

Discussion. These'results indicate that there was

not a relationship between student academic self-concept and

negative perception of control over environment for the

sample of 50 sixth grade males with Igls above 110.
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It will be recalled from Analyses I, II, and III that

a relationship was found between the two measures of self-

perception for the random sample of 100 students and the

sample of 50 students with IQ's below 90, and also for the

sample of 50 students with IQ's from 90 through 110.

satatim 9: What Are the Interrela-
t ionships among the TwrWEEE41777
Self-Nrce tion and the tIx Ob5c,-
Me et ods o7# Means. Under-
awErerrFix ErusEof:Threerels
of Discrepancy MweeTTMures of
Mama° AlAiture77760n05"-
narrEniiiincei

Table 89 records the results for the intercorrelations

among the two measures of self-perception and the six objec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers, when a .5 SD

discrepancy or more between aptitude and performance was

used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

It will be seen from Table 89 that of the 12 inter-

correlations among the two measures of self-perception and

the six objective methods of selecting underachievers, 10 of

the correlation coefficients were non-significant at the .05

level, one was indeterminate for this sample and one was

significant at the .05 level. The significant correlation

coefficient was between Variable B and Method 4.

Table 90 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the two meabares of self-perception and the six
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objective methods of selecting underachievers, when a

discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between aptitude and perform-

ance was used by each of the objective methods as the

criterion for selecting underachievers.

A reference to Table 90 will show that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers,

10 of the correlation coefficients were non-significant at

the .05 level and two were significant at the .01 level.

The significant correlation coefficients were between Method

3 and Variables A and B.

Table 91 records the results for the intercorrela-

tions among the two measures of self-perception and the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers, when a discrep.

ancy of 1.5 SD or more between aptitude and performance was

used by each of the objective methods as the criterion for

selecting underachievers.

It will be observed from Table 91 that of the 12

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the six objectivelmethods of selecting underachievers,

seven of the correlation.coefficients were non-significant
s

at the .05 level, four of the.zoefficients were indeterminate

for the sample underietudy, and one coefficient was signifi-

cant at the .05 level: The significant correlation coeffi-

cient was between Variable A.and Method 3.
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Discussion. For the sample of 50 sixth grade males

with IQ's above 110, the data for Variable A show a striking

lack of relationships between negative self-concept and aca-

demic underachievement (operationally defined by six objec-

tive methods of seletting underachievers based on the

relative discrepancy between aptitude and performance). For

a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and perform-

ance, the results indicated no relationships between negative

self-concept and the objective methods of selecting under-

achievers. At the 1.0 SD and 1 5 SD levels of discrepancy,

a relationship was dbserved between negative self-concept

and Method 3. A reference to the discussion of Question 9

for Analyses I, II, and III will show a similar lack of

relationships between negative self-concept and the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers for the random

sample of 100 students, the sample of 50 students with IQ's

below 90, and the sample of 50 students with IQ's above 110.

It was previously pointed out in the discussion of Question

9, Analysis I that the findings of the ,present investigation

may have been influented by the manner in which scores

representing negativeself-concept were obtained.

The data for Variable.B also indicate very few rela-

tionships between negative perception of control over

environment and acadeMic. underachievement (operationally

defined by six objective 'methods of selecting underachievers

based on the relativ6fdiscrepanaibetween aptitude and
i
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performance. For a discrepancy of .5 SD or more, a rela-

tionship was found between negative perception of control

over environment and Method 4. A relationship was found

between negative perception of control over environment

and Method 3 for a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more. With two

of the six coefficients indeterminate for this sample at the

1.5 SD discrepancy level, the data were insufficient for

drawing. meaningful generalizations. On the whole, students

in this sample agreeing with or not sure about the statement

"People like me don't have much of a chance to be success-

ful in life" were not generally selected as underachievers

by the six objective methods.

Quest ion 10: What Are the Int erre la-
ti on MEsmonTMeroTeasu
Self -Pe rce t -m the IEWer-
re r e r-ar

evera

Table 92 gives the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers. (Level of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance was not involved in these comparisons).

It will be seen from Table 92 that all four of the

correlation coefficients among the two measures of self -

perception and the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers were non-significant at the .05 level.

Discussion. These results indicated no relationships
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TABLE 92

Tetrachoric Correlation, Coefficients Among the
Two Measures of Self-Perception and the Two

Subjective Methods of Selecting Under-
achievers for a Sample of 50 Sixth
Grade Males with.IQ's Above 110

Measures of
Self-Perception

Subjective Methods of
Selecting Underachievers

Method 7
a

Method 3b

Ac

Variable Pd

. 064

234

aSelection of underachievers
judgment of achievement:*

b
Selection of underachievers

judgment of achievement.

c
Student academic self-concept.

by student

by teacher

dStudent perception of control over
environment.

< .05
48C-2.<

.01.
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between negative self-concept and selection of underachievers

by student judgment of achievement or teacher judgment of

achievement. They also indicated no relationship between

negative perception of control over environment and selection

of underachievers by student judgment of achievement or

teacher judgment of achievemecAt. Thus, for the sample of 50

students with IQ's above 110, students with negative self-

concepts or negative perception of control over environment

tended not to select tnemselves as underachievers or to be

selected by their teachers as underachievers.

In comparing this lack of interrelationships with

those of Analyses I through IV, it will be noted that a

relationship was found between Method 7 and Variables A and

B for the random sample of 100 students; a relationship was

found between Method 7 and Variable B for the sample of 50

students with IQ's from 90 through 110. The results indi-

cated no interrelationships, however, between Variables A and

B and Methods 7 and 8 for the sample of 50 students with

IQ's below 90.

Question 11: What Are the Interrela-
tionships among the Mearieraar
Self-Percept on and TEWPWirTiFts of
TErbilnicProceUge-TEr"-nreCTSF......
1170eFainVers, for Each of Three
Levels ofingake ancEetween
Measures of Academic Apt t=e and
Academic NrISTIEETCW?

Table 93 summarizes the intercorrelations between the

two measures os self-perception and the five parts of the
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TABLE 93

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts ,of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at .5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Above 110

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting

Measures of Underachievers

Self-Perception
GA

a
V
b

R
c

Md Pe
FaCtor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable A
f

.153 , .251 .468* .189 .162

Variable Bg IND .079 IND .189 .125

.

Note.--LIT; Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between'EXpeoted Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy between Expected. Ability Quotient and

Verbal Factor.

c
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Reality Factor.

d
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Motivational Factor.:

eDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Psychomotor Factor.

f
Student acadMic self-concept.

,

7

gStudent pereopion of control over environment.

< .05.
**n<



clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a

discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude and perform-

ance was used as the criterion for selecting underachievers

by the five parts of the clinic procedure.

It will be seen from Table 93 that of the 10 correla-

tion coefficients between the two measures of self-perception

and the five parts of the clinic procedure, 2 were indeter-

minate for this sample, 7 were non-significant at the .05 .

level, and 1 was significant at the .05 level. The signifi-

cant correlation coefficient was between Variable A and the

Reality Factor.

Table 94 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more

between aptitude and performance was used by the clinic

procedure as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be observed from Table 94 that of the 10

intercorrelations among the two measures of self-perception

and the five parts of the clinic procedure for selecting

underachievers, 2 of the correlation coefficients were

indeterminate for the sample under study and 8 correlation

coefficients were non-significant at the 05 level.

Table 95 summarizes the intercorrelations among the

two measures of self-perception and the five parts of the

clinic procedure for selecting underachievers, when a

discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more was used by the clinic
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TABLM 94

Tetrachoric Correlation. Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 1.0 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Above 110

Measures of
Self-Perception

The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

Variable Af

Variable Bg

GAa V
Factor Factor

.131 .309

IND .119

Rc Md Pe
Factor Factor Factor

.137 .174 74
IND .198 .131

.0.111.

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepancy between Expected Ability' Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

bDiscrepancy between
Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy between
Reality Factor.

d
Discrepancy between,Expected

Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between

Psychomotor Factor.

f
Student academic self-concept*

gStudent perception of 'control over environment*

414
z< .01.

Expected Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and

Ability Quotient and

Expected Ability Quotient and
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TABLE 95

Tetrachoric Correlation Coefficients Among the Two
Measures of Self-Perception and the Five Parts of
the Clinic Procedure for Selecting Underachievers
at 3..5 SD Discrepancy Between Academic Aptitude

and Performance for a Sample of 50
Sixth Grade Males with

IQ's Above 110.

Measures of
Self-Perception

. The Clinic Procedure for Selecting
Underachievers

GA
a

V
c

Ma Pe
Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor

Variable Ar

Variable Bg

IND

IND

IND

IND

IND IND

IND IND

IND

IND

Note.--IND: Indeterminate correlation coefficient
for this sample.

aDiscrepeacy between Expected Ability Quotient and
General Ability Factor.

b
Discrepancy

Verbal Factor.

cDiscrepancy
Reality Factor.

dDiscrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and
Motivational Factor.

e
Discrepancy between Expected Ability Quotient and

Psychomotor Factor.

f
Student academic self-concept.

gStudent perception of control over.environment.

E < 05.
4/4/2 < .01.

between Expected Ability Quotient and

between Expected Ability Quotient and
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procedure as the criterion for selecting underachievers.

It will be noted from Table 95, for a discrepancy of

1.5 SD, that all 10 of the intercorrelations among the two

measures of self-perception and the five parts of the clinic

procedure were indeterminate for this sample.

Discussion. The results at a discrepancy of .5 SD

or more indicated a relationship between the Reality Factor

and Variable A. No other relationships were indicated by

the data from all three levels of discrepancy between

aptitude and performance.



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The identification of underachieving students has

long been a special problem for educators. Various investi-

gators have addressed themselves, theoretically and experi-

mentally, with little agreement among them, to the

identification of underachieving students. The problem with

which the present investigation was concerned was the gen-

eral inconsistency of the findings in the literature on

underachievement and the diversity among methods of select-

ing underachievers (or, operational definitions of under-

achievement).

The purpose of the present study was to investigate

the interrelationships among various methods of selecting

underachievers which could all be classified within the same

category of operational definitions of underachievement.

Thus, all methods of selecting underachievers used in the

present investigation were based on a category of opera-

tional definitions called, in the Farquhar and Payne (1964)

classification of definitions, "relative discrepancy split,"
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i.e., the relative discrepancy in standard score units

between some measure of academic aptitude and some measure

of academic performance. %cause of the possibility that

the individual psychological characteristics of both teacher

and child may influence scholastic underachievement, addi-

tional comparisons were made using two variables frequently

associated with underachievement.

Methods 1 through 6, which were based on the discrep-

ancy between academic aptitude and standardized test data or

teacher grades, were considered objective methods of select-

ing underachievers. Methods 7 and 8, which weree;based on

the discrepancy between academic aptitude and teacher judg-

ment or student judgment of achievement, were considered

subjective methods of selecting underachievers. Method 9,

which was composed of five separate parts, was a clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers. Variables A and B

were considered measures of self-perception.

The specific methods of selecting underachievers and

the variables chosen for study were as follows: (a) Method

1: Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between a

standardized group measure of academic aptitude and'a stand-

ardized group. measure of academic performance, (b) Method 2:

Selection of underachievers by :discrepancy between a stand-

ardized individual measure of'academic aptitude and a stand-

ardized group measure'of.academic performance, (c) Method a:

Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between a
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standardized individual measure of academic aptitude and a

standardized individual measure of academic performance, (d)

Method k: Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between

a standardized group measure of academic aptitude and a

standardized individual measure of academic performance, (e)

Method 1: Selection of underachievers by discrepancy between

a standardized group measure of academic aptitude and teacher

grades, (f) Method 6: Selection of underachievers by

discrepancy between a standardized individual measure of

academic aptitude and teacher grades, (g) Method Selec-

tion of underachievers by student judgment of achievement,

(h) Method 8: Selection of underachievers by teacher luar

ment of achievement, and (i) Method Selection of under-

achievers by the clinic procedure. The clinic procedure is

based on the adapted Jastak procedure and includes the

following five factors: General Ability, Verbal, Reality,

Motivational, Psychomotor (see Chapter II, pages 61, 62,

and 63), (j) Variable, A.: Student academic self-concept,

and (k) Variable B: Student perception of control over

environment.

Standardized instruments used in this study to measure

academic aptitude were the Lorge7Thorndike Intelligence Tests

and the Wechsler ,Intelligence. S_ cale for Children., Stand-

ardized measures of academic performance used in this study

were the Stanford Achievement Test and the Wide Range,

Achievement Test. In addition to the standardized measures
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of academic aptitude, and performance, unstandardized meas-

ures were used to Obtain data for the two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers and the two measures of self-

perception.

The subjects for the study were selected from the

entire white male sixth grade population of a large Southern

school system. Since it is possible that level of intelli-

gence may influence comparisons among methods of selecting

underachievers, a separate analysis was made for each of .

four samples of students: (a) Analysis I: random sample of

100 students, (b) Analysis II: sample of 50 students with

IQ's below 90, (c) Analysis III: sample of 50 students with

IQ's from 90 through 110, and (d) Analysis IV: sample of 50

students with IQ's above 110.

The following specific questions were asked for each

of the four samples:

1. Is the probability of selection as an under-

achiever equally distributed across six objective methods

of selecting underachievers,stwO subjective methods of

selecting underachievers, and a five-part clinic procedure

for selecting underabhieversi for each of three levels of

discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude and

academic performance'?

2. What, are the interrelationships among the six

objective methods of,belecting underachievers, for each of

three levels of discrepancy between measures of academic
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aptitude and academic performance?

3. What is the relationship between the two sUbjec-

tive methods of selecting underachievers?

4. What are the interrelationships among the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers, for each of

three levels of discrepancy between measures of academic

aptitude and academic performance?

5. What are the interrelationships among the five

parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers,

for each of three levels of discrepancy between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance?

6. What are the interrelationships among the five

parts of the clinic procedure for selecting underachievers

and the six objective methods of selecting underachievers

at each of three levels of discrepancy between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance?

7. What are the interrelationships among the five

parts of the clinic procedure and the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers, for each of three

levels of discrepancy between measures of academic'aptitude

and academic performance?

8. What is the relationship between the two measures

of self-perception?

9. What are the interrelationships among the two
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measures of self-perception and the six objective methods of

selecting underachievers, for each of three levels of

discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude and

academic performance?

10. What are the interrelationships among the two

measures of self-perception and the two subjective methods

of selecting underachievers?

11. What are the interrelationships among the two

measures of self-perception and the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers, at each of three

levels of discrepancy between measures of academic aptitude

and academic performance.

Summary of Major Findings and
Their Implications

From the data gathered and analyzed in this investi-

gation, the interrelationahips which are considered of

primary importance for the four separate analyses will be

synthesized for each of the specific questions.

Question 1

The data for all four samples indicated that selection

as an underachiever was not equally probable among the six

Objective methods ofselecting underachievers, the two

subjective methods, and the five-part clinic procedure for

selecting underachievers at each of three levels of discrep-

ancy between aptitude-and performance.
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The data for the interrelationships among the six

Objective methods of selecting underachievers gave evidence

of a definite trend in the relationships for the random

sample of 100 students. For a discrepancy of .5 SD or more

between academic aptitude and performance, a relationship

was observed between two methods of selecting underachievers

whenever two methods used either the same measures of academic

aptitude or the same measure of academic performance. For a

discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more, the data indicated a rela-

tionship between two methods of selecting underachievers

when the two .methods used the same measure of academic

aptitude. The findings, in general, did not support the

frequently held assumption that a relationship exists between

methods of selecting underachievers which employ the same

criterion of academic performance. For all four samples,

the findings for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more between

aptitude and performance, with many of the correlation

coefficients indeterminate for these samples, were insuffi-

cient for drawing meaningful generalizations.

Of the three samples classified according to level

of intelligence, the data for the sample with IQ's from 90

through 110 showed the most frequent evidence of the pattern

of interrelationships described in the preceding paragraph.

Some evidence of the trend was observed, however, from the

data for the sample with Ws below 90 and the sample with
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IQ's above 110. The lack of clear-cut relationships and the

increased number of indeterminate correlation coefficients

for Analyses II, III and IV may be attributed to the

restricted range of the sample's size of 50 as compared with

the sample size of 100.

question

The data for the random sample and the sample with

IQ's above 110 indicated that there was a relationship

between the two subjective methods of selecting under-

achievers, i.e., student judgment of achievement and teacher

judgment of achievement. A relationship was not indicated

by the results from the sample with IQ's below 90 or the

sample with N's from 90 through 110. A possible interpreta-

tion of these findings would be that the more intelligent

students may be more perceptiveabout their teachers' judg-

ment of their achievement.

Quest ion

The findings indidated two somewhat ambiguous trends

among the interrelationships between the two subjective

methods of selecting underachievers and the six objective

methods.

,

Firstly, a'lack of interrelationships between selec-

tion as an underachieverby student judgment of achievement

and the six objectiVe methodi'Of selecting underachievers

was noted from the data .tor.the:.following samples: (a)
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random sample, for a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more between

aptitude and performance, (b) sample with IQ's below 90, for

a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, (c) sample with IQ's from 90

through 110, for discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or

more. A relationship between selection as an underachiever

by student judgment of achievement and at least two of the

objective methods of selecting underachievers was noted,

however, from the data for the sample with IQ's above 110

at discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or more.

Secondly, it was observed from the data for the random

sample that there was a relationship between selection as an

underachiever both by teacher judgment and student judgment

of achievement and the two methods of selecting underachievers

which used grade point average to establish academic perform-

ance (when a discrepancy of .5 SD or more between aptitude

and performance was used by the latter as the criterion for

underachievement). A relationship was also observed between

selection as an underachiever by teacher judgment of achieve-

ment and the two methods using grade point average for the

sample with IQ's above 110, for a discrepancy of .5 SD or

more.

For all four samples, when a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or

more was used by the objective methods as the criterion for

selecting underachievers, many of the coefficients were

unobtainable and the data were considered insufficient for

drawing meaningful generalizations.
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Question

The data for all four samples indicated that there

wore interrelationships among the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers, for discrepancies of

.5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or more between academic aptitude

and academic performance. Subsidiary data indicated, for the

random sample, that there were interrelationships among the

five factor scores on which the five parts of the clinic

procedure were based. These findings would raise a question

about the statistical independence of the adapted Jastak

factors.

tjilistion 6

The data for all four samples show evidence of only a

few interrelationships among the five parts of the clifiic

procedure for selecting underachievers and the six objective

methods of selecting underachievers at the .5 SD and 1.0 SD

discrepancy levels. For all four samples, with the majority

of the correlation coefficients indeterminate, the data at

a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more were insufficient for

drawing meaningful generalizations. A question was raised

regarding the overall usefulness of the clinic procedure as

a method of selecting .underachievers. It was also pointed

out that the clinic procedure may deal with different

dimensions of underachievement than the objective methods of

selecting underachievers.
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It was noted, however, that in all four samples,

there was a relationship between the Motivational Factor and

at least one of the objective methods of selecting under-

achievers, for discrepancies of *5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or

more between aptitude and performance*

Question,

The data for all four samples gave evidence of very

few interrelationships between the two subjective methods of

selecting underachievers and the five parts of the clinic

procedure, when discrepancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or

more between aptitude and performance were used by the clinic

procedure as criteria for selecting underachievers. For the

random sample and the sample with IQ's from 90 through 110,

when a discrepancy of 1.0 SD or more was used, the data

indicated a relationship between selection as an under-

achiever by teacher judgment of achievement and selection

by the Motivational and Psychomotor Factors. For a discrep-

ancy of 1.5 SD or more, with the majority of the intercorre-

lations indeterminate for the four samples, the data were

insufficient for drawing meaningful generalizations.

Question

The results of the investigation indicated that there

was a relationship between the two measures of self-

perception for the random sample, the sample with IQ's below

90, the sample with IQ's from 90 through 110, but not for the
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sample with IQ's above 110.

Question 2,

The data for all four samples gave evidence of very

few relationships between negative self-concept and the six

objective methods of selecting underachievers for discrep-

ancies of .5 SD or more and 1.0 SD or more between aptitude

and performance. Since a relationship between negative

self-concept and academic underachievement among males has

been fairly well established by various investigators (Lavin,

1965), the findings of the present investigation would seem

to have some implications relevant to the way in which the

scores representing negative self-concept were obtained on

the Self-Concept 041-Sort. A possibility exists that the

median split, which was used in this study, may not discrim-

inate between students who have negative self-concept and

those who do not.

The data for all four samples also indicated very few

relationships between negative perception of control over

environment and the six objective methods of selecting

underachievers for discrepancies of .5 SD or. more and 1.0 SD

or more between aptitude and performance.

The data for a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more, with

the majority of the correlation coefficients indeterminate

for these four samples, were insufficient for drawing

meaningful generalizations.
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Question 10

The results of the interrelationships between the two

subjective methods of selecting underachievers and the two

measures of self-perception showed a relationship between

selection as an underachiever by student judgment of achieve-

ment and both measures of self-perception for the random

sample. A relationship was also observed between selection

as an underachiever by student judgment of achievement and

negative perception of control over environment from the

data for the sample with IQ's from 90 through 110.

For the sample with IQ's below 90 and the sample with

IQ's above 110, the data indicated no relationships between

the two subjective methods of selecting underachievers and

the two measures of self-perception.

The implications of these findings are not clear.

However, these results do give evidence that the individual

psychological characteristics of both teacher and child have

some influence on perception of scholastic underachievement.

Question 11

The results for the intercorrelations between the two

measures of self-perception and the five parts of the clinic

procedure for selecting underachievers gave evidence of

interrelationships at the 1.0 SD discrepancy. level. For all

four samples, the correlation coefficients at a discrepancy

of .5 SD or more were predominantly non-significant at the
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.05 level and at a discrepancy of 1.5 SD or more were

predominantly indeterminate,

Conclusions

The primary conclusion drawn from the present

investigation is that even within a single classification

of operational definitions of underachievement, selection as

an underachiever is not equally probable for methods using

different measures or criteria to establish academic aptitude

and academic performance.

It should be noted, however, that this study was

specifically designed as an exploratory investigation. As

such it lacks the precision of design suitable to system-

atic, well-controlled experimentation. The exploratory

nature of the study should impose strict limitations on the

generalization of these data. Specifically, the large

number of correlation coefficients which were computed

increases the likelihood that more correlation coefficients

could attain statistical significance on the basis of chance

fluctuation. A total of 1,192 tetrachoric correlation

coefficients were computed.

Thus it is suggested that the principal findings of

this study are most appropriate for delineating problem

areas to be investigated more systematically.
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Recommendations

A number of problem areas suggested by the findings

of this study have implications for further research in the

elementary grades:

1. The present study explored interrelationships among

selected relative discrepancy methods of selecting under-

achievers. The exploratory purpose of the present study

could be extended by using the data obtained in the present

investigation for the random sample of 100 sixth grade males

to explore the interrelationships among selected relative

discrepancy methods of selecting overachievers.

2. The tendency for methods of selecting under-

achievers to be related when they employ the same measure of

intelligence suggests that further attention needs to be

directed to the role of group versus individual intelligence

tests in operational definitions of underachievement.

The present investigation used only one classifica-

tion of methods of selecting underachievers, i.e., the

relative discrepancy in standard scores between measures of

academic aptitude and academic performance. Fraquhar and

Payne (1964) in a previously mentioned classification of

methods of selecting underachievers noted four major classes

of definitions in the literature on underachievement: central

tendency splits, arbitrary partitions-middle group eliminated,

relative discrepancy splits, regression model selection.
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It is possible that the use of relative discrepancy

methods of selecting underachievers in the study may have

had some influence on the tendency for methods of selecting

underachievers to be related to other methods using the same

measure of academic aptitude. It would be desirable to

investigate this finding for each of the other three classes

of operational definitions of underachievement named by

Farquhar and Payne (1964).

It is also possible that the choice of the particular

instruments used to measure academic aptitude may have had

some bearing on the tendency for agreement among methods of

selecting underachievers using the same measure of intelli-

gence. Thus, interrelationships among methods of selecting

underachievers should be investigated using group and indi-

vidual measures of academic aptitude different from those

used in the present study.

3. The findings pertaining to the five parts of the

adapted Jastak procedure suggest the need for investigation

of the validity of the factors. Discrepancy from an expected

level of ability in Verbal, Motivational, Reality, and

Psychomotor ability did not tend to be related to the other

operational definitions. of underachievement or to the person-

ality variables used this study. Clinical use of these

factor discrepancy Scores as indicators of deficit would

require establishinglthe validity of each. For example,
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Verbal ability scores might be correlated with scores on the

verbal section of intelligence tests, reading tests and the

like.

On the basis of the interrelated discrepancy scores

obtained by using the factor scores and the Expected Ability

Quotient and the interrelated factor scores (random sample

of 100 students), it is suggested that the techniques by

which these factors were obtained need to be subjected to

further study.

4. The instruments used to obtain the data concern-

ing the relationships of each of two measures of self-

perception and the two subjective methods of selecting

underachievers were informal and subjective. The findings

indicate, however, several general research questions which

could be further explored (with regard to level of intelli-

gence) by using more fully developed instrumentation:

a. Do students and/Or teachers estimate

accurately a student's academic potential?

b. Do students and/or teachers judge a stu-

dent's academic performance against a criterion other

than academic potential: (e.E., the relative perform-

ance of other students, or teacher perception of stu-

dents' basic personal adjustment).

c. Do students with lower IQ's expect higher

academic performance of themselves than their teachers

expect of them?
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d. Do brighter students' expectations.for their

academic performance coincide more closely with the

expectations of their teachers than average and below

average students?

e. Do teachers expect less in the way of aca-

demic performance from students with negative self-

concepts and/or negative perception of control over

environment?

f. Is there a relationship between student self-

concept and teacher perception of student self-concept?

5. The findings for Variable A, negative student

self-concept, suggested that the use of a median split to

obtain scores representing negative self-concept may not be

appropriate on the Self-Concept 21-Sort. Further investiga-

tion is needed.
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APPENDIX

INSTRUMENTS

Self-Concert Q-Sort--Virginia Bennettl

Form 1

Things don't usually bother me.
I'm really dumb.
I an usually a sad person.
Others know they can trust me.
It makes me feel good to be praised when I've done something
well.

It bothers me when I think others are talking about me.
I don't try as hard as I should.
I am usually a happy person.
I usually go along with what others want or say even if

I'm not sure they're right.
I never give up until I've really tried as hard as I can.
I'm really pretty smart.
I'm sorry when our team is losing, but I keep right on rooting

for them.
I'm good at most things I try to do.
I don't think others can trust me.
I often think I'm really no good.
I'll grow up to be somebody good.
Even when people tell me I've done something well, I'm not

sure I have, myself.
No matter what I try, I don't seem to be much good at it.
I make a good leader or captain.
I don't care what others say about me as long as I know I'm

doing the right thing.
It seems somebody is always pushing me around.
Others can't talk me out of it once I know I'm right.
I hate to try real hard because I get mixed up.
I usually know why I do things.
I don't have many good friends.
I'm a real worrier.

'V. D. C. Bennett, "Development of Self-Concept Q-Sort
for Use with Elementary Age Children," Journal of School
Psychology, III (1964), 22.
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Form 2

I can't do anything right.
If I could make myself over, I'd be completely different.
I can take it OK if my team loses.
Others don't choose me to be on their side because I'm not
much good at anything.

I am pretty much content with the way I am.
I can take things as they come.
I think others really don't like me very much.
I just don't really like myself.
I can go ahead and do things without worrying about what

somebody else is going to say about me.
I have a right to be proud of myself.
I am a person others can count on.
It seems to me I always have something to worry about.
I know inside myself I'm really a good person.
When I know I'm right, I stick to it.
I can't do well in school because I'm not smart enough.
If I do something, I have a good reason for it.
I often feel ashamed.
Other kids are always picking on me or teasing me.
I usually get picked by others to be on their side because

I'm pretty good at most things.
Others can't count on me because I don't always come through.
I worry a lot about what others might say about me.
I can do good work in school because I've got the brains.
I can keep at things until they get done.
I give up too, easily.
I can be the one who starts things and gets them going.
I give in to other people easily.


